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HEARING ON H.R. 2376, THE NATIONAL FISH
AND WILDLIFE FOUNDATION ESTABLISH-
MENT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1997

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 25, 1997

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, SUBCOMMITTEE ON FISH-
ERIES CONSERVATION, WILDLIFE AND OCEANS, COM-
MITTEE ON RESOURCES, Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:42 a.m., in
room 1334, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Jim Saxton
(chairman of the Subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. SAXTON. [presiding] We are going to change the order, the
sequence here. So if Ms. Clark and Sally Yozell, if you would take
your places at the table, we would appreciate it.

Welcome aboard, ladies. We are glad you are here. Unfortu-
nately, we will likely be interrupted again. So we usually give a
great deal of latitude with time, but I am afraid that for purposes
of today, particularly as it relates to this issue, we are going to
have to stick to the 5 minute rule.

So, Ms. Clark, if you would like to go ahead as you see fit.

STATEMENT OF JAMIE RAPPAPORT CLARK, DIRECTOR, U.S.
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Ms. CLARK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and good morning. I
greatly appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today on
H.R. 2376, the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation Improve-
ment Act. The Foundation is a great friend and an asset to the
service. It is an engine that powers many of our most important
and successful partnerships.

We strongly support enactment of H.R. 2376, but do have some
suggestions for improvements. The Foundation has pioneered the
concept of public-private conservation partnerships. This approach
is now generally recognized as the most productive and cost effec-
tive approach to sustaining and enhancing our fish and wildlife re-
sources. The Foundation has assembled an impressive expertise in
this area. This expertise, coupled with the flexibility available to
the Foundation as an entity outside of normal bureaucratic require-
ments gives it the tools to foster these partnerships in a wide vari-
ety of circumstances. The Foundation is especially effective in
sparking cooperation in situations where a government agency
might meet with skepticism or suspicion.

The Foundation’s contributions to the service have been many.
We have provided extensive testimony on the Foundation’s accom-
plishments during the last year’s oversight hearing by this Sub-
committee. So I won’t attempt to repeat or duplicate what you will
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hear from following witnesses. Rather, I would like to focus on two
areas where they have been trailblazers in assisting us on major
priorities, assistance for our national wildlife refuges and conserva-
tion efforts on endangered species. The Subcommittee has been ac-
tively seeking to address the backlog in refuge operational and
maintenance needs and I would like to state for the record how
much we appreciate your efforts.

One approach you have been taking is to encourage volunteer as-
sistance for refuges. I want you to know that the Foundation has
also been active in this approach, as they have provided a grant to
the National Wildlife Refuge Association for development of the
program to create and expand the Friends groups. The Refuge
Friends have proven to be an invaluable source of additional refuge
support in local financial and in-kind support for refuge facilities
and projects.

In addition, the Subcommittee has worked for increased appro-
priations for refuge operations and maintenance. Beginning this
year, the Foundation has joined the effort by initiating a grant pro-
gram to help meet operational and maintenance needs at indi-
vidual refuges. The Foundation has also been very successful in
helping to unsnarl complex endangered species issues, and in the
process, building bridges between the government and the private
sector. For example, in Wisconsin, the Foundation has helped us
bring the forest products industry together with the service and
other Federal and State agencies to begin development of a state-
wide habitat conservation plan for the endangered Karner Blue
butterfly, whose habitat coincides with areas managed for timber
production. The Foundation was able to raise $75,000 and com-
bined with $30,000 of their own funds, pay for several projects es-
sential to the development of the HCP.

This HCP in the process by which it was developed serve as a
model for future cooperation in addressing complex endangered
species issues. These projects and many others are testament to
the unique and irreplaceable role that the Foundation plays in to-
day’s conservation efforts. They are the best kind of partner. They
bring expertise, they bring experience, and they bring dollars.

The Foundation has had an impressive record in leveraging Fed-
eral funds with private money. Since their inception, they have
raised over $172 million in private sources. While the statute re-
quires a one-to-one match, they have always sought a two-to-one
ratio, and for several initiatives, have exceeded two-to one, not a
bad return on our investment, Mr. Chairman.

In order to continue these returns, the Foundation must have a
continued access to sources of private funds. Principally, this access
is provided through the members of the Foundation’s board of di-
rectors. Therefore, we strongly support strengthening the Founda-
tion’s board of directors. A strengthened board should provide an
additional fundraising capacity for the foundation and enhance its
ability to support conservation initiatives. H.R. 2376 addresses this
need by expanding the board from 15 to 22 members. While the ad-
ministration can certainly support this proposal, discussions are
ongoing among a variety of parties as to the best way to constitute
such an expanded board.
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Finally, Mr. Chairman, one of the greatest strengths of the Foun-
dation has been its ability to pull diverse partners together in sup-
port of fish and wildlife conservation projects. This includes many
Federal agencies, as well as corporate and non-profit entities. It’s
vital to the continued success of this organization that it has a stat-
utory authority and direction to work with a variety of Federal
agencies. To that end, we suggest an amendment to recognize spe-
cifically that the Foundation may work with the Bureau of Land
Management and the Bureau of Reclamation on fish and wildlife
conservation issues.

Again, we strongly support reauthorization of the National Fish
and Wildlife Foundation, and urge your consideration of our sug-
gested changes to H.R. 2376. This concludes my formal statement,
Mr. Chairman. I would be pleased to respond to any questions.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Clark may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mr. SaxTON. Thank you very much, Ms. Clark. We want to wel-
come you here, which I neglected to do at the beginning in our
haste to get started. We are very pleased to have you. Obviously
this is your first appearance as director. Congratulations, and wel-
come.

Ms. CLARK. Thanks so much. I appreciate it.

Mr. SAXTON. Ms. Yozell?

STATEMENT OF SALLY YOZELL, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY FOR OCEANS AND ATMOSPHERE, U.S. DEPARTMENT
OF COMMERCE

Ms. YozELL. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, and Members of the
Subcommittee. My name is Sally Yozell, Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary for Oceans and Atmosphere at U.S. Department of Com-
merce. I am pleased to be here today on behalf of NOAA to high-
light the agency’s evolving relationship with the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation, and offer the agency’s views on H.R. 2376, a
bill to reauthorize the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation.

The Foundation has been very successful and has produced de-
monstrable conservation results through private-public partner-
ships. What is attractive to NOAA is that many of the Foundation’s
projects take place at regional and local levels, where communities,
businesses, civic and trade associations, government and non-gov-
ernment organizations and others have come together to complete
a common goal, such as restoring damaged stream corridors to im-
prove habitat for Pacific salmon, or assisting local economies in
areas hard hit by the continuing New England fisheries prices.

NOAA believes the Foundation is a unique and powerful tool and
strongly supports its reauthorization. I would like to submit my full
written statement for the record, and in my time remaining, sum-
marize NOAA’s growing relationship with the Foundation, and
offer some minor recommendations to H.R. 2376, as drafted.

NOAA has worked with the Foundation on a limited basis since
1992. The agency was added to the Foundation’s statement of pur-
pose during the 1995 reauthorization. In fiscal year 1996, NOAA
allocated $2.1 million in base appropriations to begin working
closely with the Foundation to develop public-private partnerships
in 22 different project areas. I am very pleased to report that in
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the past year, the Foundation has found partners and over $1.5
million in private matching funds for approximately half of these
projects.

Projects with matching funds include restoring habitat for Pacific
and Atlantic salmon, assessing options for managing harmful algal
blooms, and improving local level monitoring and management of
coral reefs. Rather than review all of NOAA’s existing projects with
the Foundation, I would like to submit for the record a list of the
many projects that NOAA has undertaken in conjunction with the
Foundation.

NOAA is very interested in the future work with the Foundation.
The Foundation continues to offer us unique mechanisms through
which NOAA can participate with the private sector to accomplish
goals beyond what is possible with NOAA’s resources and capabili-
ties if the agency acted alone. Because of this Subcommittee’s
strong interest in coral reef conservation and protection, I do want
to emphasize that the Foundation has been particularly successful
in supporting coral reef conservation projects. This is another area
where significant future opportunities exist.

In the past year, the Foundation matched $300,000 funds from
NOAA with $200,000 in funds from private for its projects address-
ing coral reef conservation issues. Currently 15 projects are under-
way to strengthen local level monitoring, education, management,
and other elements of the U.S. Coral Reef Initiative in America
Samoa, Hawaii, Guam, Northern Marianas, Puerto Rico, and the
Virgin Islands. The success of these projects has helped us begin
to identify the areas of interest and the types of projects best suited
for the NOAA and Foundation to pursue in the future.

Specifically, NOAA suggests that the Subcommittee consider
using the Foundation and as an alternative to the Coral Reef Con-
servation Fund proposed in your bill, H.R. 2233. The Foundation
has already established and can receive appropriations and/or pri-
vate donations for coral reef conservation projects. As indicated in
the September 16, Department of Commerce newsletter regarding
H.R. 2233, NOAA strongly supports its general intent, but believes
that Congress has already created a vehicle through the Founda-
tion to accept private donations and Federal appropriations and to
create public/private partnerships of the type described in the
Coral Reef Conservation Act.

Given NOAA’s growing and successful relationship with the
Foundation, we encourage the Subcommittee to seriously consider
using it in this role instead of proceeding with a new fund as estab-
lished in H.R. 2233.

Also of interest to the Subcommittee, NOAA has already begun
discussions with the Foundation on possible private-public partner-
ships to support a national public awareness campaign for the
world’s ocean as part of the 1998 international Year of the Ocean.

Before closing, allow me to offer a couple of recommendations to
clarify and improve upon H.R. 2376. One of the limitations we
found in working on the Foundation, is that unlike the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, who receives the bulk of its funds for work
with the Foundation through direct appropriations, NOAA funds
Foundation projects on an ad hoc basis, thus making it difficult for
the Foundation to plan for and provide the staff and resources nec-
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essary to fully pursue projects. While NOAA has been able to allo-
cate funds on a limited basis, it remains questionable from year to
year what funding NOAA will make available to joint Foundation
activities.

Secondly, NOAA generally supports the amendments in H.R.
2376 that would increase the size of the Foundation’s board and ex-
pand the board’s composition to include four members knowledge-
able and experienced in ocean and coastal resource conservation.
However, NOAA suggests that the Under Secretary for Oceans and
Atmosphere be listed as the ex officio member on the Foundation’s
board and not the assistant administrator for fisheries, as is cur-
rently listed in the bill.

In conclusion, the Foundation is a unique mechanism and an im-
portant tool for NOAA to help build the public-private partnerships
and leverage limited Federal dollars. We believe we are well on our
way to identifying with Foundation areas of significant opportuni-
ties where real results will be achieved through creative partner-
ships for the private sector.

That ends my testimony. I will be happy to answer any questions
the Subcommittee may have.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Yozell may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mr. SAXTON. Thank you very much. With your permission, or
without it, either one, we're going to move to Mrs. Chenoweth.

Mrs. Chenoweth, would you like to go ahead?

STATEMENT OF HON. HELEN CHENOWETH, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman and
Members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate this opportunity to tes-
tify today on Chairman Saxton’s bill H.R. 2376 which reauthorizes
the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation. I also thank you for in-
viting Lois Van Hoover of the Idaho Multiple Land Use Coalition
in Idaho to testify. I apologize for not giving the Subcommittee a
copy of my statement ahead of time, but I chaired an 8-hour hear-
ing yesterday on the American Heritage Rivers Initiative that
ended after 8 last night.

Last year, Mr. Chairman, I testified at your oversight hearing on
the Foundation and cited some of its controversial grants affecting
Idaho. Since that statement is already part of your official printed
record, I will try to cover new ground and make recommendations
regarding Chairman Saxton’s bill.

In 1984, Congress originally provided the Foundation with
$100,000 annually in Federal funds, which according to a former
Interior Secretary Manuel Lujan and others, it was intended as a
one-time seed money grant from the U.S. Congress. Currently, the
Foundation receives $20 million in Federal funds to increase from
a one-time authorization and appropriation of $100,000 to currently
$20 million in Federal funds. H.R. 2376 would authorize $25 mil-
lion annually for the next 3 years, for a total of $75 million.

Let me say at the outset that the Foundation does fund some
very excellent conservation projects. You will hear about some of
them today. But unfortunately, several of the most divisive re-
source issues promoted by preservationists in Idaho have been par-
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tially funded by this foundation. Idaho’s entire delegation, Gov-
ernor Phil Batt, Attorney General Al Lance are strongly opposed to
the introduction of grizzly bears in our State, but unfortunately,
the Foundation for years has provided grants to researchers and
others to bring back this creature which threatens human life in
my State and wherever it exists.

Likewise, Idaho’s Congressional delegation, including a Member
of this Committee, its Governor and legislature have repeatedly
fought efforts to introduce the gray wolf into our State. Unfortu-
nately, the Foundation has provided at least $140,000 in grants to
reintroduce this creature to the Northern Rockies. Clearly, Con-
gress did not conduct proper oversight in these grants or they may
not have occurred.

Regarding Congressional oversight, I tried to get the salaries last
year as a Member of Congress of the Foundation’s employees. I was
told that information on individual salaries was confidential. I am
astounded that a Member of Congress cannot receive this informa-
tion from a group that receives $20 million annually in Federal
funds. Mr. Chairman, perhaps you and your staff may be able to
obtain this information before you proceed with the markup on
H.R. 2376.

However, let us focus on the future of the Foundation today. Jon-
athan Adler of the Competitive Enterprise Institute, who will tes-
tify later at this hearing, aptly compares the Foundation with the
National Endowment for the Arts. This is an excellent analogy. He
states that both entities have funded very worthwhile projects and
also some not so worthwhile projects. Both have funded things that
are unobjectionable and both have funded things that are ex-
tremely controversial. Finally, there are reasons to question the
continued Federal funding of both endeavors, a step that the House
has taken in the case of the NEA.

Despite the Foundation’s funding of many worthy projects, they
spend millions of dollars funding some of the most strident environ-
mental groups such as the Defenders of Wildlife, National Audubon
Society, and the Environmental Defense Fund. These groups and
others regularly engage in lobbying and litigation that is harmful
to Idaho and other States. Although the Foundation may have re-
strictions against its grants being used for lobbying and litigation,
money given to non-profit groups is fungible. By giving grant
money to one group for a specific effort, that group is able to free
up other money for other efforts that may include lobbying and liti-
gation. Mr. Adler lists several examples of this, including a land-
mark case in Idaho that I discussed last year, a case that shut
down almost all of our national forests. It involved $143,500 in
Foundation grants to the Pacific Rivers Council which later was in-
volved in litigation over salmon that affected most of the forests in
my State.

My recommendations for H.R. 2376 are as follows. No. 1, phase-
out Federal funding over three years, as the House did with the
NEA. The Foundation has a tremendous ability to raise private
funds, as illustrated by grants of over $1 million from Exxon,
Ducks Unlimited, and Unocal Corporation. Moreover, the Sub-
committee should examine the status of other federally chartered
foundations like the National Park Foundation and the National
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Fallen Firefighters Foundation, which I understand now receive lit-
tle or no Federal funds. These are foundations which honor our
firefighters who lost their lives in the line of duty on public lands.

How can I ask a millworker in Orofino or St. Maries, Idaho, mak-
ing $9.50 an hour to help provide $25 million for a foundation
which has the ability to finance itself. Explicitly prohibit the Foun-
dation from making grants for introducing grizzly bears and gray
wolves. That’s my second recommendation.

Chairman Saxton chaired a hearing in Gillette, Wyoming, last
year on managing predators, and I believe heard first hand the
USDA’s animal damage control is already over burdened with ex-
isting predators, and it can ill afford to control new large ones like
grizzly bears and gray wolves.

No. 3, work with Representatives Istook and MecIntosh to
strengthen section 5 of H.R. 2376. I commend you for addressing
the issue of lobbying and litigation by grantees. However, this is
a complex issue as money to non-profits is fungible, Mr. Chairman.
I believe this section should be closely scrutinized by those who
have worked on this issue extensively.

Mr. Chairman, I thank you again for the opportunity to testify.
I look forward to working with you on H.R. 2376 as it advances
through the Committee process.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Chenoweth follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. HELEN CHENOWETH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM
THE STATE OF IDAHO

Mr. Chairman, and Members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate the opportunity
to testify today on Chairman Saxton’s bill, H.R. 2376, which reauthorizes the Na-
tional Fish and Wildlife Foundation. I also thank you for inviting Lois Van Hoover
of the Idaho Multiple Land Use Coalition to testify. I apologize for not giving the
Subcommittee a copy of my statement in advance but I chaired an 8-hour yesterday
on the American Heritage Rivers Initiative that ended at 8 p.m.

Last year I testified at your oversight hearing on the Foundation and cited some
of its controversial grants affecting Idaho. Since that statement is already part of
your official printed record, I will try to cover new ground and make recommenda-
tions regarding Chairman Saxton’s bill.

In 1984 Congress originally provided the Foundation with $100,000 annually in
Federal funds, which according to former Interior Secretary Manuel Lujan and oth-
ers, was intended as one time seed money. Currently, the Foundation receives over
$20 million in Federal funds. H.R. 2376 would authorize $25 million annually for
the next three years.

Let me say at the outset that the Foundation does fund some excellent conserva-
tion projects and you will hear about some of them today. Unfortunately, several
of the most divisive resource issues promoted by preservationists in Idaho have been
partially funded by the Foundation.

Idaho’s entire congressional delegation, Governor Phil Batt, and Attorney General
Alan Lance are strongly opposed to introducing grizzly bears in our state. Unfortu-
nately, the Foundation for years has provided grants to researchers and others to
bring back this creature which threatens human life and private property.

Likewise, Idaho’s Congressional delegation, Governor and legislature have repeat-
edly fought efforts to introduce gray wolves into our state. Unfortunately, the Foun-
dation has provided at least $140,000 in grants to reintroduce this creature in the
Northern Rockies. Clearly, Congress did not conduct proper oversight or these
grants would not have occurred.

Regarding congressional oversight, I tried to get the salaries of Foundation’s em-
ployees and was told that information on individual salaries was confidential. I am
astounded that a Member of Congress cannot receive this information from a group
that receives $20 million annually in Federal funds. Mr. Chairman, perhaps you and
your staff may be able to obtain this information before you proceed with a mark-
up on H.R. 2376.
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However, let us focus on the future of the Foundation today. Jonathan Adler of
the Competitive Enterprise Institute, who will testify later at this hearing, aptly
compares the Foundation with the National Endowments for the Arts (NEA). This
is an excellent analogy. He states that, “Both entities have funded worthwhile
projects and not-so worthwhile projects; both have funded things that are
unobjectionable, and both have funded things that are extremely controversial. Fi-
nally, there are reasons to question the continued Federal funding of both endeav-
ors—a step the House has taken in the case of the NEA.”

Despite the Foundation’s funding of many worthy projects, they spend millions of
dollars funding some of the most strident environmental groups such as Defenders
of Wildlife, National Audubon Society and the Environmental Defense Fund. These
g‘goillps and others regularly engage in lobbying and litigation that is harmful to
Idaho.

Although the Foundation may have restrictions against its grants being used for
lobbying and litigation, money given to non-profit groups is tangible. By giving
grant moneys to one group for a specific effort, that group is able to free up money
for other efforts that may include lobbying and litigation. Mr. Adler lists several ex-
amples of this including a landmark case in Idaho, that I discussed last year. It in-
volved $143,500 in Foundation grants to the Pacific Rivers Council which later was
involved in litigation over salmon that threatened to halt logging, grazing, and other
activities on several Idaho national forests in 1995 several weeks after I first came
to Congress.

My recommendations for H.R. 2376 are as follows:

1. Phase out Federal funding over three years as the House did with the NEA. The
Foundation has a tremendous ability to raise private funds as illustrated by grants
of over $1 million from Exxon, Duck Unlimited and Unocal Corp. Moreover, the Sub-
committee should examine the status of other federally-chartered foundations like
the National Park Foundation and the National Fallen Firefighters Foundation
which I understand now receive little or no Federal funds. How can I ask a mill-
worker in Orofino or St. Maries, Idaho making $9.50 an hour to help provide $20
million for a Foundation which has the ability to finance itself.

2. Explicitly prohibit the Foundation from making grants for introducing grizzly
bears and gray wolves. Chairman Saxton chaired a hearing in Gillette, Wyoming
last year on managing predators and I believe heard first-hand that USDA’s Animal
Damage Control is already overburdened with existing predators and can ill-afford
to control new large ones like grizzly bears and gray wolves.

3. Work with Representatives Istook and Mclntosh to strengthen Section 5 of H.R.
2376. I commend you for addressing the issue of lobbying and litigation by grantees.
However, this is a complex issue as money to non-profits is fungible. I believe this
section should be closely scrutinized by those who have worked on this issue exten-
sively.

Mr. Chairman, I thank you again for the opportunity to testify and look forward
to working with you on H.R. 2376 as it advances through the Committee process.

Mr. SAXTON. Thank you, Mrs. Chenoweth, for a very articulate
testimony.

Mr. Peterson, do you have some questions?

Mr. PETERSON. Just one quick one. What level of Federal sup-
port, this is to Ms. Clark, what level of Federal support did the
Foundation receive in 1997? Which agencies provided the money,
and how much private money did you raise?

Ms. CLARK. I can only speak to the Fish and Wildlife Service
funding. We have provided $5 million in direct appropriations to
the Foundation.

Mr. PETERSON. You do not know what the Foundation received
in Federal money collectively?

Ms. CLARK. I would say it’s somewhere in the neighborhood of
$16 to $18 million, but we have other witnesses here that can prob-
ably ballpark it closer for you.

Mr. PETERSON. Do you have any idea what they raised in private
funds?

Ms. CLARK. Very significant above that. I know on our projects,
their partnership leveraging. Well, first of all let me separate it
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out. The Foundation itself and the operating part of the Foundation
is entirely on private funds. They take our dollars and our dollars
aren’t necessarily tied to Fish and Wildlife Service projects. Our
dollars are used to promote fish and wildlife conservation initia-
tives for a whole host of partners. They have leveraged those dol-
lars with additional partnership dollars with other Federal dollars,
multifold. But I don’t have the direct statistics here.

Mr. PETERSON. Just one quick question. It’s obvious from the tes-
timony that you have helped fund the reintroduction of the gray
wolves and the grizzly bears. Do you really think that should go
forward without more input from local areas where people live? I
mean if you lived in an area where they are introducing grizzly, I
mean don’t you think the local folk should have more—it appears
there’s broad opposition, but it appears that the Fish and Wildlife
Service is unconcerned about that. Is that fair?

Ms. CrLARK. No, Congressman. I don’t think it’s fair to suggest
that the Fish and Wildlife Service is unconcerned or not paying at-
tention to this issue. In fact, indeed we are. We have released a
draft DEIS or draft environmental impact statement and a draft
rulemaking to reintroduce grizzly bears into the Bitterroot area. In
fact, have engaged in what we consider to be an unprecedented
level of public involvement. We have not made a final decision yet.
We are engaged in a very open public process with a great kind of
broad-based collection of citizens to evaluate the opportunity for re-
introduction in support of recovery.

Mr. PETERSON. I live in the east, but in a very wooded area, for-
ested area. I would personally be concerned if grizzly bears were
reintroduced there, for the safety of my family and my friends and
visitors. I just think we’re really on a slippery slope with those
creatures. That’s my own personal view. I wanted to share that
with you.

Mr. SAXTON. Thank you, Mr. Peterson.

Ms. Clark, the Foundation has suggested that a self-perpetuating
board, one appointed by the board members themselves would cre-
ate freedom from political pressure. It is my understanding that
the Justice Department may have some questions about the con-
stitutionality of a federally funded entity with a self-appointed
board. Has the Fish and Wildlife Service requested legal interpre-
tation from the Justice Department on this question?

Ms. CLARK. Yes, Mr. Chairman, we have. In fact, we have been
involved in extensive discussions with the Justice Department on
this very issue. Certainly while we support and expanded board,
the Justice Department’s opinion, and I'm certainly not a lawyer,
indicate that it would be a violation of the appointments clause. We
are continuing to look for ways to support this effort.

Mr. SAXTON. Thank you very much. I appreciate the articulate
testimony of all three witnesses. We will move onto panel No. 3 ac-
tually at this time, made up of Mr. Amos Eno, executive director
of the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, Mr. Gary Taylor, leg-
islative director of the International Association of Fish and Wild-
life Agencies, Mr. Edward Ahnert, president of Exxon Education
Foundation, Mr. Don Glaser, executive director of the Western
Water Policy Review Advisory Commission.
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Those of you who have been observing the activities on Capitol
Hill for the last few days undoubtedly know that we are in a situa-
tion where we are having a series of votes which interrupt us fre-
quently. Hopefully we will not be interrupted, but because of the
necessity of leaving here for 15 or 20 minutes of a half hour at a
time, if you could keep your testimony to the 5 minute allotted pe-
riod of time, it would be most appreciated.

Mr. Eno, if you would like to begin.

STATEMENT OF AMOS ENO, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL
FISH AND WILDLIFE FOUNDATION

Mr. ENo. Mr. Chairman, thank you for convening this hearing to
consider changes to the authorization of the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation to provide for a reauthorization. I ask that my
full statement be made part of the hearing record. I'll summarize
my comments to review how the Foundation operates and address
our accomplishments.

Mr. Chairman, this year this Nation celebrated the 50th anniver-
sary of the Marshall Plan. In 1997, the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation celebrated its greatest accomplishments by any meas-
ure imaginable, awarding 460 grants totaling over $60 million in
on-the-ground investments. But perhaps most significantly, we
have become a living, breathing analog for the Marshall Plan for
conservation in the United States. But what made the Marshall
Plan such an unexpected success? According to Lance Morrow, it
was no giveaway program. Countries that wanted financial support
had to come up with feasible plans for economic recovery. The aid
had a fixed time limit and a fixed cost ceiling. It would be adminis-
tered by an American businessman, not a bureaucrat. There was
plenty of accountability.

The Foundation uses this very same formula. Our grants are not
a giveaway. Our grants require a match of at least one dollar for
every Federal dollar allocated. We're achieving a match of better
than two-to-one consistently. Our grants have a fixed time limit,
usually a year for performance, cost ceilings and restrictions on
overhead. We manage them like businessmen, not bureaucrats.
Our projects originate at the local level just as in the Marshall
Plan. Additionally, we provide full accountability and cover all, and
this is very important, we cover all our operating costs with pri-
vately raised funds, unlike the NEA.

Let’s look at what the Foundation has accomplished. We work
with a wide range of partners, including 84 partners with the for-
est products industry. This chart graphically illustrates that part-
nership. The primary focus of these partnerships is to protect fish
and wildlife resources, while allowing timber harvests to continue.
With planning, cooperation and understanding of our resources,
wildlife can be protected and timber development can continue
without litigation and without regulation. You will hear from one
of our forest products company partners in a moment.

The Foundation has been a leading proponent and participant in
multi-faceted efforts to recover Atlantic and Pacific salmon. The At-
lantic Salmon Federation and the State Department, as partners
we are able to buy out the Greenland Salmon Fishery for 2 years.
We directed money to identify long-term economic alternatives for
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fishermen in Greenland. We provided a grant to start SHARE, a
salmon habitat and river enhancement project involving Champion
and Georgia Pacific in implementing habitat improvements for At-
lantic salmon in Maine. In collaboration with the Fish and Wildlife
Service, our recent grant of $100,000 lead to funding of a $600,000
pot of money for habitat improvements on the seven Maine rivers
proposed for listing for Atlantic salmon. We believe that the
projects we have put in place are tangible evidence, sufficient tan-
gible evidence to prevent listing of the Atlantic salmon.

Meanwhile, on the west coast, our grants to the Oregon Wildlife
Heritage Foundation are one of the reasons the coho salmon was
not listed in the State of Oregon. For years, we have maintained
that to effectively preserve difficult endangered species, we must go
beyond the confines of government regulations and entice the ac-
tive participation, and more importantly, the open wallets of cor-
porate America. No program better exemplifies this approach than
our partnership with Exxon and Save the Tiger Fund.

Exxon has committed a minimum of a million dollars for 5 years,
and in fact, in the first 2 years of the program, Exxon, its foreign
affiliates, stockholders, credit card holders, have contributed more
than $3.4 million for tiger conservation, dwarfing the $200,000 a
year appropriated for Interiors program.

Turning to the legislation before the Subcommittee, I again com-
mend the Chairman and Ranking Member for taking the lead in
your sponsorship of H.R. 2376. My prepared statement addresses
several suggestions we have regarding board appointments and ex-
panding our relationship with Federal agencies. Mr. Chairman, we
want to build on our successes. We are currently working with
NOAA to implement its Year of the Ocean program. This is con-
sistent with a resolution you and Congressman Abercrombie have
introduced to assist NOAA in bringing about a better public under-
standing for the conservation of our ocean resources.

We are helping the Fish and Wildlife Service to leverage the fees
they charge for the importation of sport-hunted polar bear trophies
from Canada, to expand their conservation efforts in Alaska and
Russia. We are also exploring ways the Foundation can work with
the Alaska Sealife Center to conserve the resources of Prince Wil-
liam Sound. Other investments under consideration, coral reef con-
servation, apoxi zones in the Gulf of Mexico, seafood processing, the
pfisteria outbreak in Chesapeake Bay.

Mr. Chairman, in summary, whether its conservation education,
professional training, fisheries, wildlife, migratory birds or habitat
restoration, the Foundation is ready to broaden our formal partner-
ships to embrace the Bureau of Land Management and the Bureau
of Reclamation in order to expand our ability to leverage Federal
funds and create new partnerships at the local and community
level. Inclusion of BLM in the Bureau of Reclamation will improve
Federal agency cooperation with States and the private sector for
the advancement of fish, wildlife, plant and other resources.

Thank you for the opportunity to present this testimony. I'll glad-
ly answer questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Eno may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mr. SAXTON. Thank you very much.
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Mr. Taylor?

STATEMENT OF GARY J. TAYLOR, LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR,
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
AGENCIES

Mr. TAYLOR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to
appear before you today to share with you the association’s per-
spectives on the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation. I am Gary
Taylor, legislative director of the association. I bring to you today
the firm and solid support of our association for the National Fish
and Wildlife Foundation and in general for H.R. 2376, providing for
its reauthorization.

As you are aware, Mr. Chairman, all 50 State fish and wildlife
agencies are members of our association. The association has a
longstanding interest and involvement in the Foundation and simi-
lar endeavors to combine private and industry money to help
stretch Federal and State dollars to accomplish much needed fish
and wildlife conservation work on the ground. We would also en-
courage you to continue to work with the Foundation to consider
the merits of some of the recommendations that they have offered
for further improvements to H.R. 2376.

As you have heard already, the Foundation is known for forging
effective partnerships between the public and private sectors to
provide on the ground solutions to some fundamental natural re-
sources problems. These cooperative endeavors not only help get
much needed work done, but provide continuing cooperation be-
tween groups that may traditionally have even been competitive or
even on opposing sides of various issues.

The Foundation invests in solutions to natural resource problems
by awarding challenge grants to combine resources from Founda-
tion partnerships, thus undergird effective conservation projects. In
the burdened and cash strapped world of State fish and wildlife
agencies, this represents a crucially important avenue for getting
important conservation work done that unlikely would be done
without the assistance of the Foundation.

By our estimate, about a third of the Foundation grants involve
our State fish and wildlife agencies as either a funding partner or
recipient to provide on-the-ground solutions to fish and wildlife con-
servation issues in the States. The association enthusiastically sup-
ports leveraging funds to increase the buying power of decreasing
conservation dollars. Quite simply, it makes good business sense
and it’s good for conservation as well.

As you are well aware, among the many fine examples of the
Foundation’s effectiveness, has been its work with State fish and
wildlife agencies in the North American Waterfowl Management
plan, and then in the Partners in Flight endeavor, both of which
are significant international conservation efforts which the Founda-
tion was instrumental in leveraging funds to power these conserva-
tion efforts. I detail other efforts that the Foundation has been in-
volved in in my written statement.

All of this, I believe, clearly points out that the Foundation is not
only effective, but innovative, aggressive in its fundraising efforts,
and simply well worth the money. It is a shining example of Fed-
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eral, State, private cooperative programs that works and should be
emulated.

There are a couple of ways that we would suggest that the Foun-
dation could improve its effectiveness. First, by continuing to ap-
point experienced leaders, including a State fish and wildlife agen-
cy head to the board. Second, through additional appropriations for
the Foundation. H.R. 2376 can facilitate addressing both of these
solutions.

The association believes that the inclusion of a State director on
the Foundation’s board is imperative. State agencies are at the
forefront of fish and wildlife conservation through solving problems
on the ground, and are usually aware of needs long before the pri-
vate sector becomes aware of a specific problem. Having an agency
director on the board will thus allow the Foundation to continue to
be at the cutting edge of fish and wildlife resource management
issues. Certainly with the expanded membership of the board of di-
rectors from 15 to 22, as contemplated in your bill, the appoint-
ment of a State fish and wildlife director should be given strong
consideration by the secretary. We would encourage your support
for that, Mr. Chairman.

Also, to improve effectiveness, we believe the Foundation, if
given more appropriations will continue to multiply Federal dollars
with the private sector dollars to improve the Nation’s fish and
wildlife resource conservation. Increasing the capacity for partner-
ships is a sound fiscal investment. We enthusiastically support
such increases and have consistently testified favorably before the
Appropriations committees.

We would support the Foundation’s request that H.R. 2376 ex-
pand over four years the authorization for appropriations to $40
million to enable them to achieve further conservation successes.
With that, Mr. Chairman, I would again like to thank you for the
opportunity to be here, and would be happy to address any ques-
tions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Taylor may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mr. SAXTON. Thank you very much.

Mr. Ahnert?

STATEMENT OF EDWARD F. AHNERT, PRESIDENT, EXXON
EDUCATION FOUNDATION

Mr. AHNERT. Mr. Chairman, thank you for inviting me here
today to offer testimony on behalf of Exxon Corporation about our
numerous partnerships with the National Fish and Wildlife Foun-
dation, and why we think this is a particularly effective organiza-
tion.

Exxon has been making grants for environmental conservation
for over a quarter of a century. We have enjoyed a close working
relationship with the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation since
1991. Since 1995, the majority of our work with the Foundation
has been through the Save the Tiger Fund, which we jointly estab-
lished to channel both Exxon and public dollars into an inter-
national effort to save tigers in the wild.

As you know, the tiger has symbolized Exxon and its products for
most of this century. The idea for the Save the Tiger Fund arose



14

as our awareness grew of the threats to the survival of tigers in
the wild. At the turn of the century, there were about 100,000 ti-
gers roaming across the Asian continent. Today experts estimate
that there are fewer than 7,500 tigers surviving in the wild. They
have been victims of poaching and habitat loss. Some experts be-
lieve that the wild tiger could be extinct within a few decades.

However, in 1995, we consulted with tiger conservation experts
around the world, who indicated that an infusion of funds into
thoughtful, well-designed projects could save the tiger from extinc-
tion in the wild. In cooperation with the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation, we set up a framework to bring Exxon’s and the
public’s resources to initiatives selected by a council of wildlife con-
servation and tiger experts. Almost exactly two years ago today,
our company pledged $5 million over 5 years to tiger conservation.
Together with the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation we
launched the Save the Tiger Fund.

To date, the Fund has raised over $3.5 million, of which more
than $500,000 has been contributed by the public, mostly cus-
tomers and shareholders of Exxon. None of this money has come
from the government. Forty one projects have been funded, most of
which are based in tiger range countries. You see the map on your
left shows those projects that we funded. These have been reviewed
and approved by the Save the Tiger Fund Council, which rep-
resents international conservation organizations, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, zoos, and research facilities. The National Fish
and Wildlife Foundation solicits the project proposals, stewards the
grants, and handles accounting for the Fund.

We are starting to see some signs of success. The population of
Siberian tigers in far eastern Russia appears to have stabilized,
and may be increasing slightly. In Royal Chitwan National Park in
Nepal, habitat is being added and the critical elements for the sur-
vival of endangered animal populations have been put in place, in-
cluding such things as buffer zones between populated and wildlife
areas, and engaged community, and a mechanism for the local pop-
ulation to benefit from ecotourism. Projects in India and far east-
ern Russia have helped to reduce poaching by providing accom-
modations, vehicles, and uniforms for field rangers.

Apart from the Save the Tiger Fund, since 1991, we have con-
tributed over $680,000 to 15 national fish and wildlife projects.
Those are shown on the map on your right, the western hemi-
sphere map. These projects include, but I'm not going to give you
a comprehensive list, a study of the effects of habitat depletion in
Central America on North American migratory birds, with Cornell
University’s laboratory of ornithology, a project to monitor forest
use by migratory songbirds, a multi-national study of the hump-
back whale, a study of shorebirds in Alaska conducted by the Cop-
per River Delta Institute, matching funds for summer jobs for mi-
nority college students in Federal and State environmental pro-
grams, and a wetlands restoration project in Texas. This is just a
sample of the projects that we have worked with the National Fish
and Wildlife Foundation.

We selected the Foundation as a partner for the Save the Tiger
Fund because of this long term relationship in certain specific
qualities which I would like to enumerate in closing. First, the
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Foundation has built an impressive network of conservation ex-
perts and organizations. By so doing, it brings a broad inter-
national spectrum of knowledge and resources to environmental
projects that most other groups can’t offer. This has been an impor-
tant asset for the Save the Tiger Fund program.

Secondly, the Foundation provides a forum where business, gov-
ernment, and non-profit organizations can work together harmo-
niously on conservation projects. By acknowledging that human ac-
tivity and preservation of the environment have to coexist, it oper-
ates in an area of shared values and on strong middle ground. It
is an approach that we are comfortable with and one that allows
the application of funds from a wide variety of sources.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for inviting me. I'll be happy to answer
questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Ahnert may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mr. SAXTON. Thank you very much.

Mr. Glaser?

STATEMENT OF DON GLASER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
WESTERN WATER POLICY REVIEW ADVISORY COMMISSION

Mr. GLASER. Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, thank
you for the opportunity to testify on the reauthorization of the Na-
tional Fish and Wildlife Foundation. I have submitted my full com-
ments for the record and would like to make just a few brief com-
ments, oral comments today. I will be speaking from my back-
ground of having worked over 20 years within the Department of
Interior, serving as the deputy commissioner for the Bureau of Rec-
lamation, and also as a State director for the Bureau of Land Man-
agement in Colorado.

Last year I left the Federal Government as a career employee
and began a one-year effort as the executive director to a Presi-
dential commission looking at western water issues and the role of
Federal agencies in western water. Throughout my 25 year career
in western natural resources, I have observed what many have ob-
served. Resource issues are best resolved at the local level led by
local consensus groups. There are literally thousands of examples
of locally driven collaborative efforts that are working to heal local
relationships in the natural resources they care about. These
groups need access to small amounts of money to participate in
these efforts. The Foundation is one source of money to local efforts
to help them address their issues in their local communities. Part-
ners in these efforts who benefit from the Foundation funding are
diverse and often involve Federal and State and local governments,
commodity interests, and local environmental groups. These efforts
result in direct improvements on the ground. But more than that,
they lead to improved relationships between these groups at the
local level.

As important as the grant money is to these local efforts, the
Foundation brings credibility to their process. The confidence that
money will be spent well, on the ground, resulting in improvements
to natural resources. It is also important that the Foundation will
support, not control their efforts. For this reason, the Foundation
has been asked to participate in many activities across the West.
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Tﬁle California Bay Delta Accords, CALFED process, is one of
these.

The Foundation has been asked to help administer a portion of
the contracts and grants activities, particularly smaller contracts
and grants for three different contributing parties to the CALFED
process. They are the California Urban Water agencies, the State
of California, and the Federal Government through the Bureau of
Reclamation. I have been retained by the Foundation to assist in
negotiation and administration of these contracts.

In my meetings with the respective parties across California,
they sought the Foundation’s involvement because it adds value
rather than money to their process. Their biggest concern in Cali-
fornia is that the money that they bring to the table will be spent
on the ground and not be eaten up through administrative costs
and inefficiencies. The Foundation has a proven record for getting
on-the-ground results with minimal administrative costs. In the
case of CALFED, this will be between 3 and 5 percent.

In meeting with a broad range of California interests, they are
genuinely pleased with the Foundation’s willingness to lend a hand
to their effort. Anything that the Congress can do to make the
Foundation more effective during reauthorization will be greatly
appreciated by many diverse interests across the West.

To that end, action to make the Fish and Wildlife Foundation a
foundation for the Bureau of Land Management and for the Bu-
reau of Reclamation and to authorize a larger partially self-perpet-
uating board will significantly add to their effectiveness.

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my oral comments today. I would
answer any questions of the Committee. I thank you very much for
this opportunity to speak to you today.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Glaser may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mr. SaAXTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Glaser.

I have just one question. Mr. Eno, in the bill we have proposed
to repeal the authority of the Foundation to condemn land and au-
thority that only government entities currently hold. In your testi-
mony, you state that the Foundation has never used its authority,
but you still wish to retain it. Can you explain why?

Mr. ENo. Mr. Chairman, largely because we had indications from
a number of prospective donors that this is a vitally important pro-
vision, particularly for the deeding of conservation easements on
critical riparian lands in the West and other important wildlife
areas.

A lot of conservation donors want to be sure that if they give an
easement, those lands are protected from subsequent actions at the
State or local level.

I was in Jackson, Wyoming, at the National Elk Refuge in July,
and met with three different landowners who were contemplating
deeding easements on their ranches for conservation purposes, but
only would do so if there was the possibility of preventing State
and local government condemnation later.

Mr. SAXTON. I don’t understand. Could you try that again?

Mr. ENO. One area, well one example where—our statement ac-
tually is inaccurate. We have used that in one instance on the Bea-
ver Kill River in New York. The Beaver Kill is the premier trout
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stream in eastern North America. Lawrence Rockefeller was work-
ing on a development, limited housing development and wanted to
protect the entire riparian area of the river, much of which he had
purchased. He gave us an easement specifically so that no subse-
quent actions by the State of New York could be taken that would
adversely impact those lands.

Mr. SAXTON. So you are saying, I think you are saying that peo-
ple who become involved in the program are more likely to come
involved in the program even though if you hold the right to con-
demn land, even though you seldom, almost never use it.

Mr. ENoO. Mr. Chairman, there are a number of conservation buy-
ers. We are dealing with a very recent phenomena in terms of the
sophistication, broad application of conservation easements. I mean
they didn’t really exist as implements just as recently as 10 years
ago. A lot of people are now interested in acquiring lands privately,
deeding their interests, as they do their estates, to make sure that
those interests are held in conservation purposes. One of their
greatest fears is that local governments at the State and local level
might subsequently come in, want to put in a road or want to push
development of those lands. So if the easement is protected through
us, it would prevent subsequent development.

Mr. MiLLER. If I might, Mr. Chairman. You in fact shield that
land against condemnation?

Mr. ENoO. That’s correct. We do not have any kind of-

Mr. MILLER. Until such time as it is put in permanent conserva-
tion programs?

Mr. ENo. That is correct.

Mr. MILLER. So an owner can grant to you an interest. That in-
terest is shielded against State action and what have you until
such time as a permanent conservation arrangement is worked out.

Mr. ENo. Exactly. Basically the provision gives us the premature
protection of a national wildlife refuge for an easement. It has that
level of Federal protection.

Mr. MILLER. It’s not you. You are not exercising condemnation
rights, you are shielding people against.

Mr. ENo. This is total voluntary action by private landowners
who want the protection of the Federal Government from subse-
quent actions at a local or State level that would undermine their
investment.

The second point, Mr. Chairman, is we don’t hold those ease-
ments. We have almost in every instance rolled it over to a State
or a conservation group.

Mr. SAXTON. Thank you. Mr. Miller, do you have any questions?

Mr. MILLER. Just two quick questions. First on the question of
the Tiger Fund. I didn’t quite understand. The Foundation partici-
pates in this, but according to your testimony, Mr. Ahnert, they are
not using the taxpayer portions of their funding to participate?

Mr. AHNERT. That is correct, Congressman. The Save the Tiger
Fund money is all donated either by Exxon Corporation, other cor-
porations, or the public.

Mr. MILLER. But the Foundation is a repository for that. I mean
people can make the contribution through the Foundation to that,
but you are not using the contributions of the Federal Government
for that purpose?
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Mr. AHNERT. I think that Mr. Eno can speak for the Foundation.

Mr. ENO. Let me respond. We made several initial investments
in the Siberian tiger program with Federal dollars. It was those in-
vestments I think that were part of the attraction of Exxon becom-
ing a partner with us. Subsequently, we’re managing the portfolio
of projects and the bulk of the money is contributed money by
Exxon and private individuals. In the last year, the Fish and Wild-
life Service, for reasons of efficiency, has indicated they want to
run their $200,000 through us as a combined pot.

Mr. MiLLER. OK. That’s helpful. One last, let me just—Mr.
Glaser, unfortunately we have a vote on, but one, let me thank you
for your work on the commission. Second, if you could just explain
again why the stakeholders want the Foundation and you involved
here, because I think it’s kind of an important communications de-
vice that we lose sometimes in the discussion of the Foundation.

Mr. GLASER. Thank you, Congressman Miller. Yes, I'll try to do
that. This year there is going to be approximately $180 million
spent on restoration efforts in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta
area. The biggest concern that people have in that area is that this
money be spent effectively. Their biggest fear is that it will not,
and at the end of the year, they will not have real restoration ef-
forts on the ground.

There is a limit in proposition 204 on the amount of administra-
tive fee that can go toward administering these moneys. Federal,
State governments are always not the most efficient. They are par-
ticularly not efficient at managing small grants.

Mr. MILLER. You don’t have to rub it in here.

[Laughter.]

Mr. GLASER. I stand in stead for the government. I served for 25
years in that capacity. But they are not effective administering
small grants and small contracts. They are just not. Folks have
looked to the Foundation to come in and take these small grants,
small contract responsibilities on because the Foundation 1s very
efficient at doing that. They have a very high track record of re-
sults on the ground. So they are willing to pay the Foundation a
management fee, a nominal management fee, to administer not the
Foundation’s money, but voluntary money that’s being brought to
the table by the California Urban Water agencies, $30 million, a
portion of that, the proposition 204 money, which is the people’s
money of California, and Federal money coming through the Bu-
reau of Reclamation’s budget for the CALFED initiative. They are
willing to pay the Foundation to administer those activities be-
cause they have confidence they will get results on the ground, and
they will do it as efficiently as anybody out there.

Mr. MiLLER. Thank you. Thank you again for your involvement.

Mr. Chairman, let me just—I wasn’t here for opening statements,
but I just want to say that I really strongly support the work that
the Foundation has done. I think this is really one of our success
stories in the Congress in creating the Foundation. Those who have
been involved in it know its track record of attracting people who
otherwise might not come to the table to discuss various conserva-
tion programs, who aren’t necessarily interested in doing business
with the government or have been burned by doing that or what-
ever those circumstances are, but the Foundation has allowed a
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whole series of conversations and actions to take place around con-
servation that I'm not sure otherwise would have happened or
would have happened on a timely basis. I hope that we will be able
to pass the legislation and do no harm to the Foundation. Thank
yoclll. Thank you very much for your time and your being here
today.

Mr. SAXTON. Thank you very much. As you can see, we have a
vote in progress. Let me ask unanimous consent that we submit
questions in writing and if you would be so kind as to respond to
those in as prompt order as you can. Thank you very much for
being here.

When we return, we’ll proceed to our fourth panel, which is made
up of Mr. Donald Taylor, vice president of sustainability and stew-
ardship of Champion International Corporation, Mr. William Mil-
ler, president of Malpai Borderlands Group, Mr. Jonathan Adler,
director of environmental studies, Competitive Enterprise Institute,
and Ms. Lois Van Hoover, Idaho Multiple Land Use Coalition. If
you folks would take your places during the break.

Let me also ask unanimous consent at this point that all Mem-
bers be permitted to include their statements for the record.

[Recess.]

Mr. SAXTON. Well, the good news is that we have completed the
vote on another motion to adjourn. We defeated the motion. We
make this decision a number of times each day these days, so we
apologize. We are expecting another vote in about 20 minutes, so
if we can proceed.

Mr. Taylor, you may begin at your leisure.

STATEMENT OF DON R. TAYLOR, VICE PRESIDENT, SUSTAIN-
ABILITY AND STEWARDSHIP, CHAMPION INTERNATIONAL
CORPORATION

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee,
we appreciate this opportunity to offer testimony concerning reau-
thorization of the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, H.R.
2376. My name is Don Taylor. I am vice president of sustainability
and stewardship for Champion International. Champion is one of
the Nation’s largest manufacturers of pulp and paper and forest
IS)roducts, owning more than 5.3 million acres of forest land in 17

tates.

My current responsibilities include management of forest related
environmental issues. Most recently, well I say over the last 30
years, I have spent my career in forest management operations
throughout the company. Champion has had a long and productive
relationship with the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation that
has allowed our company to participate in many beneficial environ-
mgntal projects. I would just like to share a few of those with you
today.

Champion joined the Foundation and Tennessee Technical Uni-
versity to conduct a study in the mountains of eastern Tennessee
to evaluate the feasibility, relative cost, and effectiveness of dif-
ferent aquatic survey methods. We feel it is important to know the
status of all biological resources that occur on our property. This
study not only added to the available science and information base,
but it also helped to develop cost effective methods that landowners
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can apply in their own management efforts. It’s just one example
of the Foundation working with private landowners, providing
practical conservation practices.

Another such tool can be found in a program created in Alabama.
Champion and the Foundation sought to provide a common sense
user-friendly information directly to those who need it most, those
being private logging contractors and foresters working with pri-
vate landowners. To achieve this goal, a resource guide was created
along with the Fish and Wildlife Foundation, small enough to fit
in your shirt pocket. The guide identifies listed species in the State
and provides necessary forest management considerations. It is
successful because it is free, No. 1. Then the technical and legal
jargon that often served to frighten and confuse private landowners
is not there. It’s simple. It has pictures, and people can easily iden-
tify endangered species.

Just last week, we released a similar guide for Tennessee. Again,
with the Foundation’s help, like this field guide the goal is simple,
to put usable information in the hands of those people who are
most likely to encounter listed species on a daily basis. We plan to
produce a similar guide for each of the 17 States in which we oper-
ate. Taking this approach, we are seeking to involve all concerned
citizens in the protection of species.

Our success with the Foundation has encouraged a number of
other agencies and conservation organizations to join us in that ef-
fort to produce those guides. We have a low-tech approach to en-
dangered species identification and protection that is building
bridges rather than regulatory barriers.

This cooperation is best illustrated by Champion’s coordination of
an industry-wide effort to foster private landowner cooperation for
the migratory songbirds, first advocated by the Foundation through
the Partners in Flight program. The effort has led to 13 forest
products companies, representing approximately 35 million acres of
private forest lands to join the Foundation in bird conservation.

Lastly, I want to share with the Committee what Champion be-
lieves is one of the most promising models for conservation any-
where in the Nation, already mentioned by Amos. The project
SHARE in Maine. Project SHARE, which stands for Salmon Habi-
tat and River Enhancement was started 3 years ago as an alter-
native to the normal gridlock that often results from the proposed
listing a new species under the Endangered Species Act.

In this case, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National
Marine Fisheries Service were considering a petition to list Atlantic
Salmon as threatened or endangered throughout all or a portion of
its range. While some of the advocates for the listing saw a new
tool to stop otherwise legitimate land management, private land-
owners and sportsmen saw the threats of increased management
cost, declines in property values, and regulatory burdens.

Project SHARE was formed by Champion and two other forest
products companies with extensive holdings in the prime salmon
habitat down in Downeast Maine. Let me be clear on this. Our goal
was not to form a coalition to oppose the listing, but rather to cre-
ate a coalition to address voluntary habitat restoration and man-
agement. Our belief was simple enough. By supporting the State
and Federal agencies whose jurisdiction is the protection of species,
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we could share ideas and alternatives to the normal regulatory pro-
cedures and approaches that follow species listing. This synergy
would give the responsible agencies more options in developing
flexible constructive beneficial plans. So that is the project SHARE.

There’s many other examples that are in the testimony. What I
would like to close with is just one theme. Please continue the sup-
port of the Fish and Wildlife Foundation. We would ask one other
thing, is that in your bill it addresses various administrative im-
provements. We would like to comment on one aspect of the meas-
urer in closing. It seems if you would eliminate as much as possible
the political tie that the Foundation board has with each adminis-
tration, then continuity, neutrality and assurance of tenure for the
board members would be provided that may assist with overall ad-
ministration of the Foundation.

We just think that we think the Foundation does a lot of good.
We are very pleased to support that reauthorization.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Taylor may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mr. SAXTON. Thank you, Mr. Taylor. I apologize. We're going to
go vote again. Thank you.

[Recess.]

Mr. SaxTON. Mr. Miller, you may proceed. Sorry about that
again.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM C. MILLER, JR., PRESIDENT, MALPAI
BORDERLANDS GROUP

Mr. MiLLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It gives me great honor
and privilege to be sitting here before you as a Committee to speak
on behalf of the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation. The facts
that I know about the Fish and Wildlife Foundation, whose address
is 1120 Connecticut Avenue, N.W., Suite 900, Washington, DC.

The Malpai Borderlands Group, a private non-profit organization
of ranchers and conservationists received a challenge grant from
the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation of $76,000 which our
group was required to match with additional private funding to
raise in the amount of $304,000. It became quickly apparent to our
board that we had a tremendous amount of work ahead of us to
meet the challenge. However, we knew our program for conserva-
tion and economic stability in more than 800,000 acres in Arizona
and New Mexico would require substantial new funding. The early
support of the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation gave our
small new organization the confidence and the financial push that
were critical to our new environment.

Our mission statement tells our story so well. Our goal is to re-
store and maintain the natural processes that create and protect
a healthy unfragmented landscape to support a diverse flourishing
community of human, plant, and animal life in our Borderland re-
gion. Together, we will accomplish this by working to encourage
profitable ranching and other traditional livelihoods which will sus-
tain the open space nature of our lands for generations to come.

The amazing part of this process was the fact that the National
Fish and Wildlife would look at a bunch of cowboys, listen to what
they had to say, and believe that we could proceed into the next
century with our ambitious goals. The judgment of the National
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Fish and Wildlife Foundation paid off as we found working with a
wonderful group of people was an easy process and we actually
were able to raise the matching funds. They have guided us
through our continued problems and challenges, and have been a
main catalyst in starting our work on the land.

The Malpai Group has successfully completed two prescribed
burns across multiple ownership. The first was a major under-
taking, as it was partially in a wilderness study area on Bureau
of Land Management land. It also affected four private landowners,
the U.S. Forest Service, two State land departments. The prescrip-
tion for this burn was completed in less than a year. The second
burn was done on 12,500 acres, which affected three private land-
owners, Arizona State Land Department, and the U.S. Forest Serv-
ice. It took us three years to overcome the necessary regulations to
do this burn. It was very successful and with the process behind
us, we are working toward a programmatic plan to do both pre-
scribed burning and work with natural ignited fires. The Malpai
Group paid for the State and private land costs of burning this fire.

With the sighting of the Mexican Jaguar in our Borderlands re-
gion, the work to protect this now listed species has opened a new
level of involvement with ranchers in the region. The Malpai Group
has established a depredation fund to pay for livestock which may
be lost to the Jaguar. A working relationship with scientists in
Mexico is evolving. The project is now involving us in conservation
work in two countries. This is a new venture and we are hoping
to influence additional conservation work in Mexico.

What we have found is that it is amazing what can happen when
a group of land managers sits down with agency people and a few
environmentalists join in and talk about allowing natural fire to
burn in a large unfragmented landscape. With funding, hard work,
and open minds, we are working to have a proud place for the fu-
ture generations in the Borderland region in southeast Arizona,
southwest New Mexico, and Mexico. With many projects completed,
it is apparent that an alternative to litigation and the ability to
spend money on the ground is the best process in conserving our
natural resources for the future.

The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation is to be congratulated
for joining in as partners with private landowners like us. There
are many other conservation opportunities across the West and be-
yond which can become realities once private landowners have con-
fidence to take up the work with their own hand. We have found
the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation to be good people to
work with in our region, and feel that others will find them to be
the same in their area of the country.

I thank you again. My hat is off to you folks on the Committee
and the people with the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation. I
didn’t introduce myself. I am William C., Bill Miller, Jr., president
of the Malpai Borderlands Group, a fourth generation rancher in
Rodeo, New Mexico. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Miller may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Miller, thank you very much. We appreciate
your being here.

Mr. Adler?
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STATEMENT OF JONATHAN ADLER, DIRECTOR OF ENVIRON-
MENTAL STUDIES, COMPETITIVE ENTERPRISE INSTITUTE

Mr. ApLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Jonathan
Adler. I am director of environmental studies at the Competitive
Enterprise Institute here in Washington, DC. I appreciate the op-
portunity to come before this Committee today and deliver testi-
mony on this issue.

I would like to summarize my written statement, which I guess
is somewhat lengthy, and I would hope that the written statement
be included in the record. Certainly I'll be open to questions on any
part of my testimony after my

Mr. SAXTON. All statements will be included in the record. Thank
you very much.

Mr. ApDLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As you know, when the
Foundation was created in 1984, it received only $100,000 per year,
a mere pittance of what it now receives at taxpayer expense. Today
the Foundation is a substantial recipient of taxpayer funds, from
both State and Federal Governments. In the previous fiscal year,
the Foundation received over $21 million from Federal Government
agencies, and at least $1 more from States. As you know, H.R.
2376 would authorize $25 million per year for the next three fiscal
years. The Foundation has asked for an even larger authorization.

The issue for this Committee is not whether the Foundation sup-
ports worthwhile projects. It’s not whether it was wise for the Fed-
eral Government to create the Foundation. It’s not even whether or
not the Foundation should exist or not. The issue is whether the
Foundation should continue to receive an annual appropriation of
taxpayer dollars, whether this Congress should continue to appro-
priate millions of dollars every year to a specific private charity
that among other things engages in politically oriented and con-
troversial grantmaking. If so, what conditions should be placed
upon the Foundation’s acceptance of Federal funds.

There is no doubt the Foundation has supported and will con-
tinue to support many worthwhile conservation projects. We have
heard about some of them today. My organization through a project
called the Center for Private Conservation has even documented
the work of private organizations like the American Chestnut
Foundation and Chesapeake Wildlife Heritage that are engaged in
admirable conservation activities and have received support from
the Foundation. That the Foundation often does good things does
not however mean that it is entitled to receive annual appropria-
tions of millions in taxpayer dollars, nor does it mean that the
Foundation should not be the subject of strict Congressional over-
sight so long as it does receive such funds.

In some respects, the Foundation could be seen as the environ-
mental equivalent of the National Endowment for the Arts. I think
this is an appropriate analogy. Both were created to address the
private sector’s perceived failure to adequately fund something of
national concern, art in the case of NEA, conservation in the case
of the Foundation. The motivating theory in both cases is that the
Federal Government are providing seed money to facilitate the pro-
liferation of desired activities. Both entities have funded worth-
while projects and not so worthwhile projects. Both have funded
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things that are unobjectionable and both have funded things that
are extremely controversial.

I believe that there are reasons to question the continued Federal
funding of both endeavors, a step that the House is taking in the
case of the NEA and should with the Foundation as well. I would
like to point out that the Marshall Plan did not get Federal funding
forever.

While the Foundation does support valuable efforts, there are
several reasons why this Committee should consider phasing out
the Foundation’s funding authorization. Among the most signifi-
cant is evidence of the Foundation’s political activity and its sup-
port of ideological activist groups, an issue that this Committee has
heard plenty about before.

Just earlier this week, I spoke with a landowner in Riverside
County, California, who has a very different view of the NCCP that
the Foundation in one of its recent reports takes credit for helping
develop. This landowner and many of his neighbors feel that the
NCCP is not a landowner friendly approach to conservation. Yet
that is an issue that is very politically controversial in southern
California. A taxpayer-funded entity should not be in the position
of promoting that or any other controversial approach to an impor-
tant public policy issue.

I also think it’s important for this Committee to recognize that
private conservation efforts and corporate philanthropic grants are
not in need of direct financial support or indirect financial support
from the Federal Government. Cutting off Federal appropriations
for the Foundation would not force the Foundation to close its
doors. It may force it to reorient some priorities and to focus its
money on the most valuable grants, but the Foundation would con-
tinue to play a valuable role in promoting conservation, even if it
did not receive taxpayer funds.

My recommendation would be for Congress to follow the lead
that was taken with the NEA by the House and begin to phaseout
Federal funding for the Foundation over the next several years.
This would provide the Foundation with the opportunity to prepare
itself for life without Federal appropriations and relieve taxpayers
of another small but significant claim on their hard-earned re-
sources. In this day and age, there is simply no reason why the
Foundation and similar organizations must be funded at taxpayer
expense.

While we move to phaseout Federal appropriations for the Foun-
dation, this Committee should take additional steps beyond those
contained in H.R. 2376 to ensure that the Foundation does not sup-
port controversial programs or organizations engaged in political
advocacy. The provisions in H.R. 2376 are welcomed, particularly
the explicit limits on the Foundation’s activities contained in sec-
tion five, but I believe they do not go far enough. I would suggest
the Foundation not be allowed to give money to any organization
that does not agree to similar restrictions on its own advocacy ef-
forts, restrictions similar to those that will be applied to the Foun-
dation under section 5. Such restrictions should not be hindrance
to valuable conservation efforts, but they will prevent the use of
Federal money, directly or indirectly to promote political advocacy.
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The Foundation has a role to play in America to continue in con-
servation efforts. I applaud those projects that they have supported
that are providing valuable support to conservation efforts. I sim-
ply believe that it should pursue this role without the support of
Federal taxpayers. The sooner the Foundation joins the ranks of
truly private conservation organizations, the more valuable its con-
tribution to finding real and lasting solutions to conservation prob-
lems will be. Thank you for your time. I will answer any questions
you may have.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Adler may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Adler, thank you very much. We'll move quickly
to Ms. Van Hoover.

STATEMENT OF LOIS VAN HOOVER, IDAHO MULTIPLE LAND
USE COALITION

Ms. VAN HOOVER. Thank you. Good morning. My name is Lois
Van Hoover. I represent the Idaho Multiple Land Use Coalition.
Additionally, I serve on the board of directors of the Idaho Council
on Industry and the Environment, the Independent Miners, the Al-
liance of Independent Miners, and am a co-founder of a new organi-
zation called the Idaho Natural Resource Advocacy Center.

I am honored to be here today to testify on such an important
subject as the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation. We all un-
derstand the benefit of consensus in protecting the environment.
While I understand the logic for establishing the Foundation origi-
nally, at the amount of appropriations today, I question if Congress
is practicing fiduciary responsibility to the taxpayer when they
fund a private non-profit foundation with tax dollars, a foundation
run by a board of directors appointed by the Secretary of Interior.

Even though the Foundation has done some good projects, it has
used tax dollars and it is not responsive to the American taxpayer.
It is not bound by either the Freedom of Information Act or NEPA.
According to the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, the basic
criteria for receiving a grant are one, the proposed project must
promote fish and wildlife conservation. Two, the proposed project
must build consensus and act as a model for dealing with difficult
conservation issues. The project must leverage available Federal
funds. Finally, the project must meet the technical standards of
peer review.

However, the historic performance of the Foundation leads to
some criticism, especially in the State of Idaho. Funding a Federal
agency to do special projects rather makes a mockery of the author-
ization and appropriation process. As an individual, I would be
hard pressed to justify over $200,000 in bonuses to 10 Federal em-
ployees, including Jack Ward Thomas, who was chief of the Forest
Service at the time. Two State employees, five U.S. Fish and Wild-
life Service employees, four Forest Service employees and one other
person received $15,000 to $20,000 each as a bonus simply for
doing their jobs. This is as much money as some people in my
hometown make in one year. These do not fit into the criteria men-
tioned above or the critical on-the-ground projects.

Groups like the Pacific River Council, which received many
grants from the Foundation have certainly caused my home State
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of Idaho undue grief with third party lawsuits. The Foundation has
given grants for projects related to grizzly bear recovery, even
though the Idaho Governor, the State legislature, and the entire
Idaho Congressional delegation are opposed to the reintroduction of
grizzly bears in Idaho.

I know the Foundation says that they have curtailed grants to
groups that lobby and litigate. But Mr. Chairman, please remem-
ber that the grants only free up other moneys of these organiza-
tions so that they can lobby and litigate.

We are a little confused as to how the groups are chosen that get
the grants, especially when an organization with the credentials of
the Idaho Council on Industry and the Environment has tried re-
peatedly to contact the Foundation. They haven’t even bothered to
respond.

Not so long ago, I was in the office of the director of the Idaho
Department of Fish and Game with a group for a meeting. Mr.
Connelly, the director, was complaining about the Foundation. It
seems the Idaho Fish and Game Department was building a nature
center. The U.S. Forest Service, Payette National Forest wanted to
give the Department $39,000, but there was no legal way to do
that. The Forest Service found a way to give the moneys to U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, who in turn channeled the money to the
Foundation. The Foundation then cut the check to the Idaho Fish
and Game Department. The reason Mr. Connelly was angry was
the $6,000 handling fee the Foundation had charged. My only re-
sponse to Mr. Connelly, because I was shocked at what he said, is
that legal or are you washing money.

Even with the Foundation’s achievements, there is still an air of
impropriety around the Foundation, especially in Idaho. In a time
of short budget, a large national deficit, perhaps Congress could
practice its fiduciary responsibility to the American taxpayer by
dissolving the Foundation. They could even return some funds to
the taxpayer, or at least use the money for legitimate functions of
the Forest Service which in my State complains that it does not
have enough personnel to operate the campgrounds or fix the forest
roads in my county. The Foundation could then continue its work
at the private level. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Van Hoover may be found at end
of hearing.]

Mr. SAXTON. Ms. Van Hoover, thank you very much. This has
been an opportunity this morning for us to exchange views. I know
there are many different opinions and viewpoints on the reauthor-
ization of this commission, foundation I should say. In any event,
I wish there were more time to explore these issues with you today.
However, you should know that we will be talking extensively over
the next month or so relative to this issue. Before the bill which
I introduce is marked up, there will undoubtedly be a number of
changes to it.

So thank you all for being here today. We appreciate your for-
bearance with our schedule. We look forward to talking with you
in the future. Thank you very much.

[Whereupon, at 12:28 p.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned,
subject to the call of the Chair.]

[Additional material submitted for the record follows.]
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STATEMENT OF JAMIE RAPPAPORT CLARK, DIRECTOR, UNITED STATES FISH AND
WILDLIFE SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Mr. Chairman, I greatly appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today on
H.R. 2376, the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation Improvement Act. The Foun-
dation is a great friend and asset to the Service and is an engine that powers many
of our most important and successful partnerships. I am very pleased that my first
appearance before the Subcommittee as Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service is
in support of the Foundation.

We strongly support enactment of H.R. 2376, but do have some suggestions for
improvements.

The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation has pioneered the concept of public-
private conservation partnerships. This approach is now generally recognized as the
most productive and cost-effective approach to sustaining and enhancing our fish
and wildlife resources. The Foundation has assembled impressive expertise in this
area. This expertise, coupled with the flexibility available to the Foundation as an
entity outside of normal bureaucratic requirements, gives it the tools to foster these
partnerships in a wide variety of circumstances.

The Foundation’s contributions to the Fish and Wildlife Service have been many,
and I will not attempt to detail all of them, as you will hear these directly from
following witnesses. Rather, I will focus on two areas where they have been trail-
blazers in assisting the Fish and Wildlife Service on major priorities: assistance for
national wildlife refuges, and conservation efforts for endangered species.

The Subcommittee has been actively seeking to address the backlog in refuge
operational and maintenance needs, and I want to state for the record how much
we appreciate your efforts. One approach you have taken is to encourage volunteer
assistance for refuges. The Subcommittee has held a hearing on refuge volunteers,
and has reported Chairman Saxton’s bill, H.R. 1856, which will streamline the proc-
ess for refuge managers to accept donations, and formally recognize the role of ref-
uge “Friends” or partners groups. I want you to know that the foundation has also
been active in this approach, as they provided a grant to the national Wildlife Ref-
uge Association for development of the program for creating and expanding these
groups. The refuge “Friends” are providing invaluable sources of additional refuge
support and local financial and in-kind support for refuge facilities and projects.

In addition, Chairman Saxton and other members of the Subcommittee have ac-
tively and successfully worked for increased appropriations for refuge operations
and maintenance. The Foundation has joined in as well by initiating a grant pro-
gram to help alleviate unmet operational and maintenance needs at individual ref-
uges, beginning this year.

The Foundation has also been very successful in helping to unsnarl complex en-
dangered species issues, in the process building bridges between the government
and the private sector. For example, in Wisconsin the Foundation has helped bring
the forest products industry together with the Service and other Federal and State
agencies to begin development of a state-wide Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) for
the endangered Karner Blue butterfly, whose habitat coincides with areas used by
the timber industry. The Foundation was able to raise $75,000 of industry money,
and, combined with $30,000 of their own funds, pay for several projects essential
to the development of the HCP. This HCP and the process by which it was devel-
oped should serve as a model for future Federal-State-private sector cooperation in
addressing endangered species issues.

The limiting factor in these and all of the other valuable projects the Foundation
has underway is one familiar to us all—lack of money. We believe there are two
approaches necessary to increase the resources available to the Foundation.

First, while we recognize that this issue cannot be fully addressed by appropriated
funds, we recommend that the authorization ceiling be retained at $25 million an-
nually, as provided in H.R. 2376.

The Foundation has an impressive record in leveraging Federal funds with pri-
vate money. Since their inception, they have raised over $172 million in private
money. While the statute requires a one-to-one match, they have always sought a
2 to 1 ratio, and for several initiatives, they have exceeded 2-1. Based on this record,
we believe that continuation of the current authorization levels is fully justified.

Secondly, we support the concept contained in H.R. 2376 of expanding the Foun-
dation’s Board of Directors. One of the expectations for the Board members for such
a group is that they would contribute to fundraising efforts for the organization.
This is especially significant for the Foundation since all of its annual operating ex-
penses must come from donated funds. An expanded Board should provide an addi-
tional fundraising capacity for the Foundation, and we strongly support this. H.R.
2376 addresses this need by expanding the Board from 15 to 22 members. While
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the Administration can certainly support that proposal, discussions are ongoing
among a variety of parties as to the best way to constitute such an expanded Board.

Finally, one of the greatest strengths of the Foundation has been its ability pull
diverse partners together in support of fish and wildlife conservation projects. This
includes many Federal agencies, as well as corporate and non-profit entities. It is
vital to the continued success of this organization that it has the statutory authority
and direction to work with a variety of Federal agencies. To this end, we suggest
an amendment to the purposes section of the Fish and Wildlife Foundation Estab-
lishment Act. A copy of the amendment is attached to my statement.

Again, we strongly support reauthorization of the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation, and urge your consideration of our suggested changes to H.R. 2376.

This concludes my formal statement. I would be pleased to respond to any ques-
tions you may have.

ADMINISTRATION AMENDMENT TO H.R. 2376

Redesignate the existing sections 2 through 6 of the bill as sections 3 through 7,
respectively, and insert the following:
Sec. 2. PURPOSES OF THE FOUNDATION
Section 2(b)(1) (16 U.S.C. 3701(b)(1) is amended to read as follows:

“(1) to encourage, accept and administer private gifts of property for the ben-
efit of, or in connection with, the activities of the United States Fish and Wild-
life Service, the Bureau of Land Management and the Bureau of Reclamation,
and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration in the Department
of Commerce, to further the conservation and management of fish, wildlife and
plant resources.”

STATEMENT OF SALLY YOZELL, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR OCEANS AND
ATMOSPHERE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, I am Sally Yozell, Deputy As-
sistant Secretary for Oceans and Atmosphere with the National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration, U.S. Department of Commerce. I am pleased to be here today
to highlight NOAA’s evolving relationship with the National Fish and Wildlife Foun-
dation, and offer NOAA’s views on bill H.R. 2376 to reauthorize the National Fish
and Wildlife Foundation Establishment Act.

The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (hereafter referred to as “the Founda-
tion”) is a nonprofit organization established by Congress in 1984 to support sus-
tainable solutions for the conservation and management of fish, wildlife, plants and
their respective habitats. The Foundation pursues its mission by forging financial
and operational partnerships between Federal agencies and the private sector, and
awarding challenge grants using federally appropriated funds to match private-sec-
tor donations.

The Foundation has been very successful and produced demonstrable conservation
results through these private-public partnerships. Since its founding, the Founda-
tion has used approximately $94 million in Federal funds to leverage a total of $268
million and over 2200 grants for conservation projects. Many of these projects take
place at regional and local scales where communities, businesses, civic and trade as-
sociations, non-governmental organizations, government agencies and others have
come together to complete a common goal—such as restoring damaged stream cor-
ridors to improve habitat for Pacific salmon rebuilding local economies in areas hit
hard by the continuing New England fisheries crisis, or producing educational mate-
rials informing visitors to Hawaiian coral reefs how to be proper stewards of these
“Rainforests Of The Sea.”

NOAA believes the Foundation is a unique and powerful tool. NOAA strongly sup-
ports the Foundation’s reauthorization. I would like to summarize NOAA’s growing
relationship with the Foundation and recommend some minor changes to the bill
as drafted.

NOAA has worked with the Foundation on a limited basis since 1992. NOAA was
added to the Foundation’s statement of purpose during the Foundation’s 1995 reau-
thorization. Much has been learned through this experience. We have learned that
some projects do not attract donor interest; others have been very successful. These
areas will provide many opportunities for future collaborations between NOAA and
the Foundation.

NOAA is very interested in future work with the Foundation for several reasons.
First, the Foundation has been working on issues of importance to NOAA for many
years through several of the Foundation’s major initiative areas including the Fish-
eries Conservation and Management Initiative, and the Wildlife and Habitat Man-
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agement Initiative. Second, the demand for the Foundation continues to increase,
especially for topics that relate to NOAA’s interests such as marine fisheries, coral
reefs, coastal habitat restoration and other parts of NOAA’s environmental steward-
ship mission. These factors indicate that the Foundation has the demonstrated
knowledge and ability to form successful private-public partnerships in these areas,
and that the private sector and other organizations recognize and support the Foun-
dation’s ability to leverage Federal dollars with private matching funds for conserva-
tion achievements. The Foundation is the unique mechanism through which NOAA
as a Federal agency can participate with the private sector to accomplish goals be-
yond what is possible with NOAA’s resources and capabilities if acting alone.

In fiscal year 1996 NOAA allocated $2.1 million in base appropriations to begin
working closely with the Foundation to develop public-private partnerships in 22
different project areas. I am very pleased to report that in the past year the Founda-
tion has found partners and over 51.5 million in private matching funds for approxi-
mately half of these projects. The projects with matching funds are restoring habitat
for Pacific and Atlantic salmon, training graduate students to help control non-
indigenous species introductions, assessing options for managing harmful algal
blooms, improving local-level monitoring and management of coral reefs, and testing
the use of sophisticated U.S. Navy underwater acoustic listening systems to conduct
civilian research and monitor marine mammal movements. Based on our experience
with the Foundation so far, we believe these are some of the general areas that we
should focus on with the Foundation in the future. Rather than review all of
NOAA’s existing projects with the Foundation, I will present a few examples to il-
lustrate some of the strengths, opportunities, and limitations that we’ve found in
working with the Foundation on conservation and management issues.

Coastal habitat restoration is one of the areas where significant opportunities for
increased private-public partnerships through the Foundation are expected. There
are many successful, ongoing projects in this area. For example, the Mid-Coast
Salmon Restoration Project will support 90 stream enhancement projects along the
mid-coast of Oregon to improve habitat for coho salmon, steelhead, and cutthroat
trout—all of which are listed under the Endangered Species Act. The projects will
take place on state, private agricultural, and timber lands using materials and
equipment volunteered by landowners together with personnel and other resources
from the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. Timber companies, foundations,
community groups and the state have provided $200,000 in nonFederal funds to le-
verage $100,000 in Federal resources.

Similarly, an initiative is underway to restore salmon habitat in California using
$1 million in Federal funds from NOAA and the Bureau of Reclamation. So far this
program has attracted almost $2 million in nonFederal matching dollars for 17
projects involving many different partners including private land owners, lumber
companies, the Pacific Coast Federation of Fisherman Associations and other busi-
ness groups, environmental organizations, and agencies at county and state levels.

On the east coast, $50,000 in Federal funds have helped attract and leverage
$116,000 in nonFederal matching funds for the Maine Atlantic Salmon Recovery Ini-
tiative. The first phase of this long-term project will help restore native Atlantic
salmon populations in several Maine rivers. Partners in this project include the At-
lantic Salmon Federation, the State of Maine, and a consortium of timber companies
and conservation organizations. The Atlantic salmon is currently being considered
for listing under the Endangered Species Act.

The Foundation has also been successful in supporting coral reef conservation
projects. This is another area where significant future opportunities exist for addi-
tional private-public partnerships. In the past year, the Foundation matched
$300,000 in funds from NOAA with $200,000 in private funds for 19 projects ad-
dressing coral conservation issues. Currently, 15 projects are underway to strength-
en local-level monitoring, education, management and other elements of the U.S.
Coral Reef Initiative in the American Samoa, Hawaii, Guam, Northern Marianas,
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands.

Other coral-related projects indude the first comprehensive assessment of coral
reef resources in the U.S. western Pacific region, restoration of deep-water coral
reefs off the coast of Florida that are nursery grounds for important commercial fish
species, and support for the successful 1997 national public awareness campaign for
the 1997 International Year of the Coral Reef. These efforts were made possible
through many partners, including members of the dive industry, the American Zoo
and Aquarium Association, several major foundations, communities, businesses, and
other organizations.

The success of these projects has helped us begin to identify the areas of interest
and types of projects best suited for the NOAA and the Foundation to pursue in the
future. Coral reefs, fisheries, habitat restoration, and education programs to in-
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crease understanding of the value of our coasts and ocean resources are areas im-
portant to NOAA and fertile topics for these kinds of private-public partnerships.
We hope to pursue these general themes with the Foundation in fiscal year 1998.

We have already begun discussions on possible private-public partnerships to sup-
port a national public awareness campaign on oceans as part of the 1998 Inter-
national Year of the Ocean. This might begin to address some of the Chairman’s
interests and concerns for the Year of the Ocean effort, and help to implement some
of the policies in H.C.R. 131 recognizing the importance of the world’s oceans.

Regarding specific provisions in H.R. 2233, the Coral Reef Conservation Act of
1997, NOAA suggests using the Foundation as an alternative to the “Coral Reef
Conservation Fund” proposed in H.R. 2233 as a more easily administered mecha-
nism to receive appropriations and/or private donations for use by the Secretary of
Commerce for coral conservation projects. NOAA strongly supports the general in-
tent of H.R. 2233 to assist in the conservation of coral reefs but believes that Con-
gress has already created a vehicle—the Foundation—to accept private donations
and Federal appropriations, and create public-private partnerships of the type de-
scribed in the Coral Reef Conservation Act of 1997. Given NOAA’s growing and suc-
cessful relationship with the Foundation, we encourage the Committee to seriously
consider using the Foundation in this role instead of proceeding with H.R. 2233, as
ordered reported.

One of the limitations we’ve found in working with the Foundation is that unlike
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service that receives the bulk of its funds for work with
the Foundation through direct appropriations, NOAA identifies funds from program
base funds for specific projects with the Foundation. Consequently, funding is on an
ad hoc basis. It is difficult for the Foundation to plan for and provide the staff and
resources necessary to fully pursue projects with NOAA. While we have made funds
available on a limited basis through cooperative agreements, it is unclear from year
to year what NOAA will be able to make available for the Foundation for these im-
portant public-private partnerships.

Finally, NOAA supports the amendments in H.R. 2376 including increasing the
size of the Foundation’s board and expanding the board’s composition to include four
members that are knowledgeable and experienced in ocean and coastal resources
conservation. We do have an additional suggestion, however. Because NOAA’s in-
volvement with the Foundation involves several of the Commerce Department’s Line
and Program Offices such as the National Ocean Service, the Coastal Ocean Pro-
gram, the Office of Oceanic and Atmospheric Research—and not just the National
Marine Fisheries Service—we recommend that the Under Secretary for Oceans and
Atmosphere be the ex officio member on the Foundation’s board, and not the Assist-
ant Administrator for Fisheries as listed in the current bill.

In conclusion, the Foundation is a unique mechanism and important tool for
NOAA to help build public-private partnerships and leverage limited Federal dol-
lars. We believe we are well on our way to identifying with the Foundation areas
of significant opportunity where real results may be achieved through creative part-
nerships with the private. These are opportunities we can not afford to miss. Thank
you for the opportunity to provide input on H.R 2376. I would be happy to take any
questions.

Examples of Current Projects with the National Fish and Wildlife Founda-
tion, National Oceanic And Atmospheric Administration, U.S. Department
of Commerce

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECTS:

1. Mid-coast salmon habitat restoration project

Support habitat restoration in 90 salmon streams in Oregon through partnership
between Oregon Wildlife Heritage Foundation, Oregon Dept Fish and Wildlife, Or-
egon Dept Forestry, and various timber companies. Will benefit coho salmon,
steelhead and cutthroat trout. Projects on private and public lands. Landowners pro-
viding personnel, materials, and equipment. Matching funds from numerous timber
companies and foundations.

2. Grassroots California salmon initiative (17 projects to date)

17 projects approved to date to restore salmon habitat in California. Another re-
quest for proposals will be conducted. Currently matching 1:1 Federal to nonFederal
dollars. Some projects will conduct actual stream habitat restoration; others infor-
mation collection or education and outreach. Many different partners providing
matching funds including private land owners, lumber companies, fisherman asso-
ciations, other business groups, environmental organizations and agencies at state
and local level.
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Match: Many nonFederal partners (listed below); additional Federal funds from
DOInterior/Bureau of Reclamation.

NONFEDERAL MATCH/PARTNERS INCLUDE:

Five private landowners on Cummings Creek
Pacific Lumber Company

Louisiana Pacific Lumber

Georgia Pacific

Eel River Sawmills

Sempervirens Fund

California Trout

Trout Unlimited

Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen Associations
Dean Witter Foundation

Inverness Foundation

Patagonia Incorporated

DW Alley and Associates

Balance Hydrologic

Golden Gate National Park Association

California Department Fish and Game

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
California Commission Salmon Stamp

Santa Cruz County Resource Conservation District
Mateo County Resource Conservation District
Sonoma County Water Agency

Public Works Department

Cantara Trust Council

3. Recovery of Atlantic salmon in downeast Maine

First phase of long-term project to restore native Atlantic salmon populations in
7 Maine Rivers. Project will support construction of fish weir to collect biological
data and protect native stocks, public awareness campaign, literature search for in-
formation, and habitat restoration.

Match/Partners: Variety of timber companies, communities and foundations.

4. Strengthening local level coral reef initiative activities

Support 15 projects to increase local-level education, monitoring and management
efforts concerning coral reefs. Projects in U.S. areas with coral reefs including Amer-
ican Samoa, Hawaii, Guam, Northern Marianas, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands.

Match/Partners: Different partners/match for each project from local organizations
and foundations. DOInterior also provided portion of match.

Project locations and subjects:

lf American Samoa: Educational video on conserving American Samoa’s coral
reefs
1. N. Mariana: Education and outreach in support of local coral reef stewardship
initiatives
Guam: Coral recruitment/reproduction study
Guam: Coral reseeding experiments
Guam: Distribution of coral reef education/conservation video
Puerto Rico: Technical workshop on coral reef monitoring
Virgin Islands: Coral Reef Education video
Hawaii: Establish coral reef network on Internet for education and research
. Hawaii: Education and outreach on Maui’s coral reefs
. Hawaii: Coral awareness video
10. Hawaii: Poster and signs for reef protection
11. Hawaii: Teacher training in low-impact coastal field trips and CD-ROM mate-
rials
12. Hawaii: Inventory catalog of Hawaii’s coral reefs
13. Hawaii: Establish a model for community involvement in coral monitoring
14. Hawaii: A guide to Hawaii’s coral reefs to promote responsible stewardship

5. Regional workshop on CITES implementation on corals

The U.S. is the world’s largest importer of coral products. 80 to 90 percent of coral
products come from Indonesia and other parts of the western Pacific. Most corals
are listed under the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species
(CITES) and require specific export permits certifying sustainable harvests for im-
port to the U.S. This project will provide information and training in coral identi-
fication, CITES regulations, and sustainable management of coral reef ecosystems
to officials from trade and natural resource agencies in Indonesia. Information will
be provided through a workshop to develop abilities of local managers, export agents

S il e
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and other officials to identify coral species and determine if legal collection and ex-
port criteria are met prior to issuing collection and export permits.
Matching Funds/Partners: The Nature Conservancy

6. Assessment of coral reef resources in the U. S. western pacific

Support coral experts in first major assessment of coral resources in U.S. western
Pacific (Hawaii, American Samoa, Northern Marianas etc.). Study will assess state
of coral reef resources, use of coral resources, threats to coral resources, and success
of current management efforts. Report will be very useful to government and non-
governmental resource managers.

Match: Fast timeline required action before match could be found.

7. Conservation and sustainable use of coral reef ecosystems

Three projects have been identified. First project will allow partners to provide
education and information on coral reef stewardship to visitors to Caribbean coral-
reef reserve in Dominican Republic. Second project will support education and train-
ing in sustainable coral reef management to reef-dependent communities Palau.
Third project will support restoration and monitoring of deep-water coral reef off
northern coast of Florida. Reef is nursery ground for important commercial and rec-
reational fisheries species and has been devastated by fishing gear. NOAA/Florida
State University scientists conducting work.

Match: The Nature Conservancy provided match for first two projects; Packard
Foundation providing match for third project.

8. Cooperative efforts to implement Nat. Habitat Plan

Support workshops and literature searches to provide additional information (e.g.,
gear impacts on fisheries habitat) for use in National Habitat Plan.
Match: World Wildlife Fund.

9. Reducing impacts of nonindigenous species on marine ecosystems

Prevention and early detection of introductions are the most effective measures
to control the spread of nonindigenous species. If introduced species are allowed to
become established, they can have significant negative impacts on natural resources
and coastal economies. An essential part of preventing and detecting introduced spe-
cies is identifying them. Scientists and others need training in species identification
to be effective in control programs. This project will provide fellowships for graduate
students working on the identification, prevention and control of nonindigenous spe-
cies in coastal and marine ecosystems.

Match: Academic institutions provide match.

10. Valuation of highly migratory species recreational fisheries: Bluefin Tuna
Provide information on recreational value of highly migratory species especially
Bluefin tuna in mid-Atlantic region.
Match/partners: American Sportfishing Association.

11. White seabass enhancement hatchery: San Diego, CA

Support construction of additional facilities at existing hatchery in San Diego,
California. Will benefit populations of native white seabass, an important rec-
reational fishery off California.

Match/Partners: Hubbs-Sea World and others

12. National Ocean Observatory

Test the utility of using sophisticated U. S. Navy acoustic equipment in the Atlan-
tic for marine mammal and other research.

Match/partners: U.S. Navy contributing resources in addition to other partners.

13. Regional Shark Conservation Plans

Will conduct 2 workshops to develop shark conservation information and plans for
U.S. Atlantic and Pacific regions. Information and plans useful to Fishery Manage-
ment Councils, states and other managers. Participants mostly scientists and man-
agers from academia, resource management agencies.

Match/partners: WWF.

STATEMENT OF GARY J. TAYLOR, LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, INTERNATIONAL
ASSOCIATION OF FIsH AND WILDLIFE AGENCIES

Thank you Mr. Chairman for the opportunity to appear before the Subcommittee
to share with you the Association’s perspectives on the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation. I am Gary J. Taylor, Legislative Director of the Association, and I bring
to you today the support of the Association for the National Fish and Wildlife Foun-
dation, and, in general, for H.R. 2376 providing for its reauthorization. The Associa-
tion has a long-standing interest and involvement in the Foundation and similar en-
deavors to combine private and industry money to help stretch Federal and state
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dollars to accomplish much needed fish and wildlife conservation work. We encour-
age you to continue to work with NFWF to strongly consider the merits of some of
the recommendations they have offered for further improvements to H.R. 2376.

The International Association was founded in 1902 and is a quasi-governmental
organization of public agencies charged with the protection and management of
North America’s fish and wildlife resources. The Association’s governmental mem-
bers include the fish and wildlife agencies of the states, provinces, and Federal Gov-
ernments of the U.S., Canada and Mexico. All fifty states are members. The Associa-
tion has been a key organization in promoting sound resource management and
strengthening Federal, state and private cooperation in protecting and managing
fish and wildlife and their habitats in the public interest.

It is for these reasons that the International Association is appearing before you
today to discuss the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation. The Foundation is
known for forging effective partnerships between the public and private sectors to
provide some on the ground solutions to fundamental natural resource problems.
These cooperative endeavors not only help get much needed work done but provide
continuing cooperation between groups that may be traditional competitors or even
opponents. The Association has followed the work of the Foundation over the years
and is aware of the benefits for the nation’s fish and wildlife resources that the
Foundation has provided. One of our Directors, Willie Molini, Director of Wildlife
in Nevada, served for several years on the Foundation’s board.

The Foundation invests in solutions to natural resource problems by awarding
challenge grants. The combined resources from Foundation partnerships undergird
effective conservation protects. Simply put, the Foundation probably exemplifies the
partnership concept than the many other “partnerships” which have become so fash-
ionable today. Let me just give you a few numbers which should speak to this effec-
tiveness; since 1986 the Foundation has leveraged Federal dollars with private and
state dollars to result in grants that have totaled $268 million for fish and wildlife
conservation projects. In the burdened and cash-strapped world of state fish and
wildlife agendas, this represents a crucially important avenue for getting important
conservation work done that would unlikely be done without the assistance of the
Foundation. The Association enthusiastically supports leveraging funds to increase
the buying power of decreasing conservation dollars. Quite simply, it makes good
business sense, and is good for conservation as well.

Among the fine examples of the Foundation’s effectiveness has been its work with
state fish and wildlife agencies in the North American Waterfowl Management Plan.
From the outset of this landmark plan between the United States and Canada, the
Foundation and its Board has made the Plan and wetlands conservation a priority.
It was the Foundation which initiated efforts to raise and transfer funds for wetland
preservation in Canada known as the “step” program. Between 1988 and 1992 more
than $40 million was generated with Foundation assistance, to acquire, improve and
enhance 500,000 acres of wetlands wildlife habitat in Canada. Because of these ef-
forts the Foundation was instrumental in launching the NAWMP, arguably one of
the continent’s most successful conservation initiatives. The Foundation was far-
sighted in using some of the first Congressional appropriations to “jump start” the
North American at a time when skeptics were sure that state and Federal wildlife
managers were not committed to providing funds for the continent-wide manage-
ment of waterfowl. Through its continued leadership, the Foundation, along with
state fish and wildlife agencies and several other conservation partners such as
Ducks Unlimited and The Nature Conservancy, has supported prompts in 34 states,
ranging from acquisitions and habitat restoration to public education and outreach
projects.

The Foundation has also provided important cooperative leadership for the “Part-
ners in Flight” conservation program for neotropical migratory songbirds by helping
bring together Federal and state government agencies, and nongovernmental orga-
nizations to coordinate and expand efforts for protection and management of song-
birds and raptors. Through “Partners in Flight” an unparalleled nationwide con-
servation program has been successfully launched; all 50 state fish and wildlife
agencies are involved. Their matching grants program has allowed some of these
states the opportunity to augment or develop conservation actions to halt the decline
of over 250 species.

The Foundation has also played a significant role in the Partnerships for Wildlife
Act assisting state agencies with obtaining matching grants for conservation
projects related to fish and wildlife not hunted or fished or on the endangered spe-
cies list. There are over 1,800 species these grants will aid, many of which have
been neglected for years due to limited state and Federal funds.

These are only a few examples of the Foundation’s conservation efforts. The Foun-
dation is also active in fisheries, leadership training, and wildlife and habitat con-
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servation throughout the U.S. All of this, I believe, clearly points out that the Na-
tional Fish and Wildlife Foundation is not only effective, but innovative, aggressive
and well worth the money. Simply put, it is a shining example of a Federal-state-
private cooperative program that works.

I'd like to now suggest a couple of ways to improve effectiveness of the National
Fish and Wildlife Foundation. We believe there are basically two ways to improve
the Foundation’s efficacy: first by continuing to appoint experienced leaders
induding a state fish and wildlife agency head to the Board, and second through
additional appropriations for the Foundation. H.R. 2376 can facilitate addressing
both of these solutions.

At the Foundation’s outset, as I mentioned earlier, Mr. William Molini, the state
fish and wildlife agency director from the State of Nevada, was a member of the
Board. The International Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies believes that the
inclusion of a state director on the Foundation’s Board is imperative. State agencies
are at the forefront of fish and wildlife conservation and are usually aware of needs
long before the private sector becomes aware of a specific problem. Having an agen-
cy director on the Board will allow the Foundation to continue to be at the cutting
edge of fish and wildlife resources management issues. Due to the Foundation’s
many projects with state fish and wildlife agencies, and the states management au-
thority for many of these resources, we believe that the Subcommittee should con-
sider advising the Secretary of Interior that the appointment of a state director to
the Board is important and justified. Certainly with the expanded membership of
the Board of Directors from 15 to 22 as contemplated in H.R. 2376, the appointment
of a State Fish and Wildlife Director should be given strong consideration by the
Secretary.

To improve effectiveness we also believe that the Foundation, if given more Con-
gressional appropriations, will continue to multiply Federal dollars with the private
sector dollars to improve the nation’s fish and wildlife resources. Increasing the ca-
pacity for partnerships is a sound fiscal investment. The International Association
enthusiastically supports such an increase and has consistently testified for such
funding before the appropriations committee. We support NFWFs request that H.R.
2376 expand over four years the authorization for appropriations to $40 million to
enable them to achieve further conservation successes.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, the Foundation represents an example of a partner-
ship that works. For a relatively modest investment, the nation’s fish and wildlife
resources are being conserved and their management enhanced. From the stand-
point of the state fish and wildlife agencies this is a shining example of good govern-
ment. Thank you and I would be happy to answer any questions the Subcommittee
may have.

STATEMENT OF E.F. AHNERT, PRESIDENT, EXXON EDUCATION FOUNDATION,
MANAGER, CORPORATE CONTRIBUTIONS, EXXON CORPORATION

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

It is an honor to be here today to speak to you on behalf of Exxon Corporation
regarding our activities with the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (NFWF).
My name is Ed Ahnert. I am president of the Exxon Education Foundation and
manager of the company’s corporate contributions program. I'd like to tell you about
our relationship with the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation and the reasons
why we think it is a particularly effective organization.

Exxon has been making environmental conservation grants for over a quarter of
a century. We have enjoyed a close working relationship with the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation since 1991. Since 1995, the majority of our work with the Foun-
dation has been through the Save The Tiger Fund, which we jointly established to
serve as a vehicle to channel both Exxon and public dollars into an international
effort to help save tigers in the wild.

The tiger has symbolized Exxon and its products for most of this century. The
idea for the Save The Tiger Fund arose as our awareness grew of the threats to
the survival of tigers in the wild. At the turn of the century, about 100,000 tigers
roamed the Asian continent, especially in Russia, India and Southeast Asia. Today,
it is estimated that fewer than 7,500 tigers survive in the wild, victims of poaching
and habitat loss. Three of eight species in existence in 1900 are now extinct. All five
remaining subspecies are endangered or critically endangered. Some observers be-
lieve the tiger will be extinct within a few decades.

In 1995, we consulted with tiger conservation experts, who indicated that an infu-
sion of funds into thoughtful, well-designed projects could help save the tiger from
extinction in the wild. In cooperation with the National Fish and Wildlife Founda-
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tion, we set up a framework to bring Exxon’s and the public’s resources to initiatives
selected by a council of wildlife conservation and tiger experts. Almost exactly two
years ago, Exxon pledged $5 million over five years to tiger conservation and, to-
gether with the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, launched the Save The
Tiger Fund.

The Fund has raised over $3.5 million since its inception, of which more than
$500,000 has been contributed by the public. Forty-one projects have been funded,
most of which are based in tiger range countries. These projects have been reviewed
and approved by the Save The Tiger Fund Council, which represents international
conservation organizations, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, zoos and research fa-
cilities. The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation solicits project proposals, stew-
ards the grants, and handles accounting for the Fund.

We are starting to see some signs of success. The population of Siberian tigers
in Far Eastern Russia appears to have stabilized and may be increasing slightly.
In Royal Chitwan National Park in Nepal, habitat is being added and the critical
factors for the survival of endangered animal populations have been identified, such
as buffer zones between populated and wildlife areas, an engaged community and
a mechanism for the local population to benefit from ecotourism. Projects in India
and Far Eastern Russia have helped to thwart poachers by providing accommoda-
tions, vehicles and/or uniforms for field rangers.

Apart from the Save The Tiger Fund, since 1991 we have contributed over
$680,000 to fifteen National Fish and Wildlife Foundation projects.

From 1991 to 1993, Exxon contributed a total of $125,000 to a study of the effects
of habitat depletion in Central America on North American migratory birds. From
1992 to 1994, we gave $30,000 in grants to the Cornell University Laboratory of Or-
nithology to match Foundation funds for a project to monitor forest fragment use
by tanagers, a migratory songbird. In 1993, we contributed $25,000 to the Founda-
tion for a multinational study of the humpback whale. Also in 1993, we gave
$15,000 to the Copper River Delta Institute in Alaska for a study of shorebirds. We
also provided matching funds for a project to provide summer jobs for minority col-
lege students in Federal and state environmental programs and contributed to a
wetlands restoration project in Texas.

In the years 1992 through 1994, we contributed a total of $225,000 in matching
funds for a field study of Siberian tigers conducted by the Hornocker Wildlife Insti-
tute.

This is just a sample of the projects on which we have worked with the National
Fish and Wildlife Foundation. Most of our contributions have been handled as
matching grants for Federal funds and often were also matched by other organiza-
tions, so that government dollars typically were leveraged 100 percent and some-
times two to one.

We selected the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation as a partner in the Save
The Tiger Fund because of this long-term relationship and certain specific qualities,
which I’d like to enumerate for you:

¢ The Foundation has built an impressive network of conservation experts and
organizations. By so doing, it brings a broad international spectrum of knowl-
edge and resources to environmental projects that most other groups can’t offer.
This has been an important asset for the Save The Tiger Fund program.

¢ The Foundation provides a forum where business, government and non-profit
organizations can work together harmoniously on conservation projects. By ac-
knowledging that human activity and preservation of the environment have to
co-exist, it operates in an area of shared values and on strong middle ground.
It is an approach we are comfortable with, and one that allows the application
of funds from a wide variety of sources.

« NFWF has a talented and experienced staff whose judgment and project man-
agement skills we have come to respect.

 Relative to other non-profit organizations of comparable size, the Foundation’s
overhead costs for activities such as administration and fundraising are low.

In sum, we believe the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation fills a unique and
important role in environmental conservation. We have worked with the Foundation
on many projects, and believe the collaboration has helped channel our resources
to projects where they will do the most good. We appreciate the opportunity to de-
scribe our experience and to express our support for this worthwhile organization.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, we appreciate this opportunity
to offer testimony concerning the reauthorization of the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation and H.R. 2376, the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation Establish-
ment Act Amendments of 1997.
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STATEMENT OF DON TAYLOR, VICE PRESIDENT, SUSTAINABILITY AND STEWARDSHIP,
CHAMPION INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION

My name is Don Taylor and I am Vice President of Sustainability and Steward-
ship for Champion International Corporation. Champion is one of the nation’s larg-
est manufacturers of pulp, paper, and forest products—owning more than 5.3 mil-
lion acres of forest land in 17 states.

My current responsibilities include management of forestry-related environmental
issues and most recently I managed all of Champion’s U.S. timberlands. The busi-
ness of forest management is complex at best. To be successful, we and others must
invest in new research to determine the best ways to manage our forests to ensure
protection for all outputs and life forms of the forest.

Champion has had a long and productive relationship with the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation that has allowed our company to participate in many beneficial
en(\llironmental projects. I would like to share a few of these success stories with you
today.

Champion joined with the Foundation and Tennessee Tech University, to conduct
a study in the mountains of eastern Tennessee to evaluate the feasibility, relative
costs, and effectiveness of different aquatic survey methods. We feel it is important
to know the status of all biological resources that occur on our property. This study
not only added to the available science and information base, but it also helped de-
v;}flop cost-effective methods that landowners can apply in their own management
efforts.

The Foundation is one of the few organizations that works to involve landowners.
With its support, we have been able to elevate the status of private landowners in
the conservation arena. With simple tools based upon sound science, we can em-
power private landowners to do their part in the overall effort to protect the nation’s
aquatic resources.

One such tool can be found in a program created in Alabama. Champion and the
Foundation sought to provide common-sense, user-friendly information directly to
those who need it most—private logging contractors, and foresters working with pri-
vate landowners. To achieve this goal, a resource guide was created. Small enough
to fit in your shirt-pocket, the guide identifies listed species in the state and pro-
vides necessary forest management considerations. It is successful because it is free
of the technical and legal jargon that all to often serves to frighten and confuse.

Just last week we released a similar guide for Tennessee, again with the Founda-
tion’s help. Like this field guide, the goal is simple—to put usable information in
the hands of those people who are most likely to encounter listed species on a daily
basis. We plan to produce similar guides for each of the 17 states in which we oper-
ate. By taking this approach, we are seeking to involve all concerned citizens in the
protection of species.

Our success with the Foundation has encouraged a number of other agencies and
conservation organizations to join us in these efforts. The Foundation has helped us
with this low-tech approach to endangered species identification and protection that
is building bridges rather than barriers.

This cooperation is best illustrated in Champion’s coordination of an industry-
wide effort to foster private landowner cooperation for migratory song birds. First
advocated by the Foundation through its Partners In Flight program, the effort has
led 13 forest products companies, representing approximately 35 million acres of pri-
vate forests, to join with the Foundation for bird conservation. This agreement is
just one more example of the conservation commitments that the private sector can
and will make. Such agreements are possible because of the vision and reputation
of the Foundation.

Lastly, I want to share with the Committee what Champion believes is one of the
most promising models for conservation anywhere in the Nation—Project SHARE in
Maine. Project SHARE, which stands for Salmon Habitat and River Enhancement,
was started 3 years ago as an alternative means to the normal gridlock that often
rAesults with the proposed listing for a new species under the Endangered Species

ct.

In this case, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Marine Fisheries
Service were considering a petition to list the Atlantic salmon as threatened or en-
dangered throughout all or a portion of its range. While some of the advocates for
listing saw a new tool to stop otherwise legitimate land management, private land-
owners and sportsmen saw the threats of increased management costs, declines in
property values, and regulatory burdens.

Project SHARE was formed by Champion and two other forest products companies
with extensive holdings in the prime salmon habitat of Downeast Maine. Our goal
was not to form a coalition to oppose listing, but rather to create a coalition to ad-
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dress voluntary habitat restoration and management. Our belief was simple enough:
by supporting the state and Federal agencies whose jurisdiction is the protection of
the species, we could share ideas and alternatives to the normal regulatory ap-
proaches that follow species listing. This synergy would give the responsible agen-
cies more options in developing flexible, constructive and beneficial plans.

Today, Project SHARE boasts a long list of cooperators, including state and Fed-
eral agencies, universities, sportsmen’s groups, local businesses, blueberry growers,
and the aquaculture industry. To date, the bulk of the funds necessary to meet the
organization’s goals in research, management, and education have come from pri-
vate landowners. However, active involvement and encouragement by the National
Fish and Wildlife Foundation (i.e. keeping key interests at the table and significant
challenge grants) have made SHARE a success beyond our wildest dreams.

From these examples, I hope that Members of the Committee will see that Cham-
pion has found its partnership with the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation to
be very positive. The Foundation is an organization that has a proven track record
of fostering interagency cooperation and coordination. It involves the private sector
and local communities to solve conservation problems from the ground up. It works
toward finding solutions, not filing lawsuits.

Mr. Chairman, in your letter of invitation, you have asked that testimony address
H.R. 2376, the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation Establishment Act Amend-
ments of 1997. This bill that you and Congressman Abercrombie have introduced,
proposes to amend the underlying statute that created the Foundation in 1984 in
a number of ways. While I will try to address several of those changes, I feel that
I should leave the details of the language to those of you who are trained in that
profession. Of overall importance to us though is that: (1) the authority of the Foun-
dation is continued, as is proposed in the legislation through fiscal year 2001; (2)
the purpose of the Foundation to administer activities that will further the con-
servation and management of fish, wildlife, and plant resources of the Unites States
is unchanged; and (3) the Foundation continues to be able to accept contributions
that are matched with Federal dollars for real, on-the-ground conservation projects.

While your bill, Mr. Chairman, addresses various administrative improvements
for the Foundation, I would like to comment on one aspect of that measure. It seems
if you could eliminate, as much as possible, the political tie that the Foundation’s
board has with each administration, then continuity, neutrality, and the assurance
of tenure for a board member would be provided that may assist with the overall
administration of the Foundation.

In closing, I would like to highlight one final benefit concerning the Foundation.
That is its ability to leverage Federal funds with contributions from non-Federal
partners to maximize the greatest return for the money invested. This is an exam-
ple that no other conservation organization can claim. The Foundation has earned
the respect of many of us in the forest products industry as a can-do organization.

We are pleased to support its reauthorization.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM C. MILLER JR., PRESIDENT, MALPAT BORDERLANDS GROUP

It gives me great pleasure to submit to you the facts I know about the National
Fish and Wildlife Foundation whose address is 1120 Connecticut Ave., NW, Suite
900, Washington, DC 20036

The Malpai Borderlands Group, a private nonprofit organization of ranchers and
conservationists, received a challenge grant from National Fish and Wildlife Foun-
dation of $76,000, which our Group was required to match with additional private
fundraising in the amount of $304,000.

It became quickly apparent to our board that we had a tremendous amount of
work ahead of us to meet the challenge. However, we knew our program for con-
servation and economic stability in more than 800,000 acres in Arizona and New
Mexico would require substantial new funding. The early support of National Fish
and Wildlife Foundation gave our small new organization the confidence and finan-
cial push that were crucial to our new organization.

Our Mission statement tells our story so well.

“Our goal is to restore and maintain the processes that create and protect a
healthy, unfargmented landscape to support a diverse, flourishing community of
human, plant and animal life in our Borderlands Region.

Together, we will accomplish this by working to encourage profitable ranching and
other traditional livelihoods which will sustain the open space nature of our land for
generations to come.”

The amazing part of this process was the fact people at the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation, would look at a bunch of cowboys, listen to what they had to
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say, and believe we could proceed into the next century with our ambitious goal.
The judgment of National Fish and Wildlife Foundation paid off, as we found work-
ing with a wonderful group of people was an easy process and we actually were able
to raise the matching funds. They have guided us through our continuing problems
and challenges, and have been the main catalyst to starting our work on the land.

The Malpai Group has completed the first challenge grant with National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation and now is in the second round, having just been approved for
a new challenge grant. In the rest of the testimony, I would like to describe several
of the projects made possible through the Fish and Wildlife Foundation support.
These include: reseeding eroded lands with native grasses; protecting endangered
species; and reintroducing fire back into our Borderlands Region after 80 years of
suppression by the Federal agencies. All of these projects come with a price of
money, time, manpower, and space.

A Dbasic program of ours is sponsoring scientific studies to help us understand the
reason for invasion of woody species in our grassland and for the general changes
in our grazing lands. National Fish and Wildlife funding is helping sponsor teams
of scientists from the University of Arizona, University of New Mexico and many
others to set up long term research and monitoring projects to help guide our land
management work.

The creation of grassbanking is a project of ours which has received widespread
national attention. Several ranches in the area have been under severe drought. The
Malpai Borderlands Group was able to purchase grazing rights on a large ranch in
our area, and trade this forage to four ranchers in our area for conservation ease-
ments over their private land which Malpai holds to prevent subdivision. These
ranchers then moved their herds onto the grassbank which allowed them to rest
their own land and do other conservation work on their ranches for a period of up
to five years. This process has protected nearly sixty thousand acres of open space
ranch land of which twenty thousand acres are private fee lands. Three ranchers
are now completing the grazing contracts and will be moving their cattle home.

An example of an endangered species project helped by the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation grants involved the endangered Chiricahua Leopard frog. To
save its habitat on his private land, a neighboring rancher hauled water for several
years to drying ponds crucial for the frog’s survival. The Malpai Borderlands Group
helped this rancher to find funding to drill two wells and install pipelines which
jointly help the frog, other wildlife and the livestock on this desert ranch.

In a third project, the Malpai Group worked with the Arizona State Land Depart-
ment and the Arizona Department of Game and Fish to root plow and eradicate
woody invasive plants, and replace them with native grass seeded on three hundred
acres.

The Malpai Group has successfully completed two prescribed burns across mul-
tiple ownership lands, The first was a major undertaking as it was partially in a
Wilderness Study Area, on Bureau of Land Management land, it also affected four
private land owners, the U.S. Forest Service, two state land departments. The pre-
scription for this burn was completed in less than a year. The second fire was done
on twelve thousand five hundred acres, which affected three private landowners, Ar-
izona State Land and the U.S. Forest Service. It took us three years to overcome
the necessary regulations to do this burn. It was very successful and with the proc-
ess behind us we are working toward a programmatic plan to do both prescribed
burning and work with natural ignited fires. The Malpai Group paid for the state
and private land cost for buying this fire.

With the sighting of a Mexican Jaguar in our Borderlands, the work to protect
is now listed species has opened a new level of involvement with the ranchers in
the region. The Malpai Group has established a depredation fund to pay for live-
stock which may be lost to the Jaguar. A working relationship with scientists in
Mexico is evolving. The project is now involving us in conservation work in two
countries. This is a new venture and we are hoping to influence additional conserva-
tion work in Mexico.

What we have found it that it is amazing what can happen when a group of land
mangers sits down with the agency people, ask a few environmentalists to join in,
and talk about allowing natural fire to burn in a large unfragmented landscape.
With funding, hard work and an open mind we are working to have a proud place
for future generations in the Borderlands region in Southeast Arizona, Southwest
New Mexico and Mexico. With many projects completed, it is apparent that an alter-
native to litigation with the ability to spend the money on the ground, is the best
process to conserve our natural resources for the future.

The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation is to be congratulated for joining in
as partners with private landowners like us. There are many other conservation op-
portunities across the West and beyond which can become realities once private
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landowners have the confidence to take up this work with their own hands. We have
found The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation to be good people to work with
in our region, and feel that others will find them to be the same in their area of
the country.

STATEMENT OF TURNSTONE ECOLOGICAL RESEARCH ASSOCIATES, LTD., MOSCOW,
IDAHO

Dear Congressman Saxton:

On behalf of all the partners and staff members associated with Turnstone Eco-
logical Research Associates, Ltd., I am writing in support of the reauthorization of
the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation. We credit the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation for helping us forge strong partnerships with the forest products indus-
try and Federal agencies such as the U.S. Forest Service and U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service throughout the Pacific and Inland Northwest. Through this association, we
have erased the ownership boundaries that have long served as barriers to con-
servation efforts. We feel confident that we are moving toward the day when we can
avoid declines in bird populations long before they become a serious threat to avian
survival.

As a new company in north Idaho (established in 1994), challenge grants from the
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation have allowed our organization to gain a foot-
hold in the region and expand the scope of our efforts. We now employ three full
time staff and 15 seasonal biologists in north Idaho and cover over 5 million acres
of the north Idaho region. We are also able to support the training and field efforts
of 3 graduate students at the University of Idaho.

The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation has assisted us in establishing and
maintaining peer support, and they have encouraged us to pursue joint research ac-
tivities. As a result, Turnstone has recently joined forces with the Sustainable Sys-
tems Institute, Potlatch Corporation, Boise Cascade, and Plum Creek Timber in an
unparalleled study of the nesting success of songbirds in early successional forests.
We strongly support the efforts of the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation. We
urge you to stand with us in support of reauthorization for this valuable foundation.
They have helped us to grow, to become a part of the north Idaho rural economy,
and to stand as leaders in the conservation field.

Thank you!

Sincerely,

Patricia J. Heglund, Ph.D.
President and Senior Ecologist

STATEMENT OF REX SALLABANKS, PH.D., DIRECTOR, SUSTAINABLE ECOSYSTEMS
INSTITUTE, MERIDIAN, IDAHO

Dear Congressman:

I am writing on behalf of the Sustainable Ecosystems Institute (SEI), a non-profit
research organization in the Pacific Northwest, to express our sincere and enthusi-
astic support for the reauthorization of the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation
(NFWF). SEI has received research grants from NFWF for the past three consecu-
tive years that have allowed us to conduct important research on the effects of forest
management on bird populations in Idaho.

Given that sustainable wood fiber production and timber harvest are essential to
the prosperity of the people, rural communities, and regional economy here in Idaho,
our research has many important implications and potential benefits for the people
of this state. In addition, as a result of our work, we are better equipped to offer
management recommendations that might revert declines in bird species and popu-
lations before they become threatened or endangered. Such proactive management
has the potential to save millions of dollars, entire economies, and the wildlife itself.
None of this would be possible without the support of NFWF.

Partnerships such as those between SEI and NFWF are invaluable if we wish to
continue to research, manage, and conserve the integrity and function of forest eco-
systems (and the bird populations that they contain) in the western U.S. Once
again, therefore, we wish to reiterate our support of the reauthorization of NFWF
on September 25. Your consideration of this letter and acknowledgment of our sup-
port is most appreciated.
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TESTIMONY OF AMOS S. ENO, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE NATIONAL FISH
AND WILDLIFE FOUNDATION BEFORE THE HOUSE RESOURCES SUBCOMMITTEE
ON FISHERIES CONSERVATION, WILDLIFE AND OCEANS
CONCERNING H.R. 2376
SEPTEMBER 25, 1997

Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee, my name is Amos S. Eno and I am the
executive director of the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation. I thank you for the opportunity to
present testimony today concerning the reauthorization of the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation. I appreciate the leadership that you, Mr. Chairman, and the ranking member, Mr.
Abercrombie, have taken on this issue with your sponsorship and introduction of H.R. 2376, a bill
to reauthorize and amend the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation Establishment Act. We want
to continue our cooperative working relationship with the Subcommittee and hope you will report
out a Committee bill for Floor consideration prior to adjournment this fall.

The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation was established by an Act of Congress in 1984
as a private, 501(c)(3) organization created primarily to assist the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS) in undertaking activities and programs that further the conservation and management of fish,
wildlife, and plant resources. In 1994, the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation Establishment Act
was amended to inciude the activities and programs of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) as well. The Foundation creates public and private partnerships using
federal funds that are matched by private donations for on-the-ground conservation.

For more than a decade, the Foundation has used its relationship with government, private,
and corporate stakeholders to foster interagency cooperation and coordination, and to bring private
sector tnitiative, imagination, and technology to bear in solving conservation problems. The
Foundation’s goal has always been to secure real, on-the-ground conservation, while minimizing
operating costs. The Foundation neither engages in nor supports political advocacy or litigation, nor
does it allow any federal funds or the matching private dollars to be used for these purposes.

A ten-year summation report of the Foundation has been attached to the testimony, and that
history attests that the Foundation has been a catalyst behind a disproportionate number of fish and
wildlife conservation success stories of the past decade: the North American Waterfowl Management
Plan, which conserves habitat for migratory waterfowl; the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee,
which has led to the continuing recovery of that species; the buy-out of the West Greenland high seas
Atlantic salmon fishery, which has resulted in more salmon returning to the northeastern rivers of
the U.S. and Canada; Partners in Flight, which has pulled together federal agencies, other countries,
and the forest products industry to restore habitat for Neotropical migratory birds before they reach
the endangered species list; the establishment of education and training programs for U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service professionals; and the implementation of the Santa Fe Agenda, a blueprint for
providing conservation education in the United States.

The Foundation prides itself on its goal to be the most effective conservation organization
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in the United States. It seeks the maximum leverage of non-federal dollars for every federal dollar
received. Since its inception, the Foundation has invested more than $94 million in federal funds,
which has been matched with non-federal dollars to bring our total investment to over $268 million.
The Foundation seeks to give the maximum conservation return on funds invested, in terms of
dollars leveraged and in terms of successful, demonstrable conservation activities. The Foundation
seeks to maximize resources to solve conservation problems large and small in their locale of origin.
In other words, its investments are placed on the ground where the problems and resources lie.

Addressing the nation’s fish and wildlife concerns cannot be done by working with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service alone. There is no single natural resource agency. The Foundation works
with a wide range of federal agencies to coordinate and assist in their efforts, to build partnerships
and leverage taxpayers’ dollars. While the Foundation was first established to serve as the foundation
for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and later, in 1994, NOAA, the Foundation is now a regular
feature in assisting the delivery of programs for the USDA-Forest Service, Bureau of Land
Management, and the Bureau of Reclamation. In addition, it has memoranda of agreement and
understanding with the Department of Navy, Department of State, Biological Resources Division
of the U.S. Geological Survey, the National Park Service, and the U.S. Anmy Corps of Engineers.

One underlying principle for success at the Foundation is that it cooperates with and
engenders cooperation among its host federal agencies. It also fosters cooperation across federal,
state, and private sectors to attain solutions that involve consensus, rather than traditional command
and control. The Foundation seeks to maximize the involvement of the private sector, including both
corporations and individuals, as part of the equation for conservation solutions.

In today’s world, the Foundation stands out with a goal to promote cooperation in the
conservation community rather than litigation. In fact, the Foundation’s grant contract specifically
prohibits grantees from using Foundation grant money or the matching funds for litigation or
legislative advocacy. We believe that our public-private partnerships are a good example of
conservation solutions from the local level up, rather than from the federal government down.

1 would now like to highlight several programs that the Foundation has been involved with
to illustrate its ability to develop partnerships and leverage funds. The first is a partnership with the
forest products industry (Champion Intemational Corporation, Boise Cascade Corporation,
‘Westvaco Corporation, and Potlatch Corporation, to name a few), which addresses habitat needs for
Neotropical migratory birds (Figure 1). These partnerships combine technologies, such as GIS
{geographic information systems) and satellite imagery with extensive field work to reveal the
habitat preferences for birds. This provides land managers with powerful predictive tools to model
the effects of different forest management practices on birds and other wildlife.

Second, the Foundation’s Fisheries Initiative funded 84 separate projects in 1996 alone.
Projects were supported with funds from eight federal partners: the Bureau of Land Management,
Bureau of Reclamation, Department of Defense, Department of State, National Park Service,
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, UJ.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and USDA-
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Forest Service. Many of these projects were funded under the “Bring Back the Natives” program,
one of the largest, watershed-based habitat restoration programs in the country. Through this effort,
the Foundation has been able to bring the public and private sectors together in restoring aquatic
habitats.

The Fisheries Initiative has also funded projects targeted at building sustainable communities
in areas hardest hit by the continuing fisheries crisis. The Foundation has provided funding to assist
Maine in reengineering the management of its lobster fishery and worked with the Department of
Commerce and others to assist local communities struggling with the groundfish crisis in New
England. It continues to provide support for New England’s efforts to restore Atlantic salmon,
starting with the unprecedented agreement to purchase Greenland’s quota of Atlantic salmon, as well
as funding habitat restoration and critical habitat acquisition.

The Foundation has also worked to reduce conflicts between and promotes benefits to big
game-livestock interests throughout the West, thanks to “Seeking Common Ground,” a model
program for the sustainable natural resource use that accommodates healthy wildlife populations.
This program explores alternative livestock management techniques that provide for resource use,
such as cattle grazing, while maintaining and enhancing habitat for other species. Our work with the
Malpai Borderlands Group is also indicative of its efforts to reach out to the ranching community
to retain its way of life while providing benefits to wildlife and their habitats. Cooperation between
resource managers and those who oversee land management is more likely when both groups stand
to benefit.

The Foundation’s Wetlands and Private Lands Initiative has worked to enhance wildlife
habitat by working with farmers and ranchers to promote management practices that make both
economic and ecologic sense. For example, in the lower Mississippi Valley and California’s Central
Valley, the Foundation has supported programs to involve farmers in winter rice field flooding, a
practice that saves farmers money, enhances water quality, and provides important habitat and food
for migrating waterfowl.

The Wetlands Initiative has also worked with the USDA-Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS) to stretch federal dollars and build partnerships to strengthen the Wetlands Reserve
Program (WRP). Working in coordination with NRCS, the Foundation’s WRP Partnership Fund has
utilized partnerships with federal and state agencies, as well as local conservation groups, to pull
together large-scale, multi-landowner projects that not only remove frequently flooded cropland
from production and save future federal disaster payments but also provide high-quality migratory
corridors for waterfowl and Neotropical migratory birds. The Partnership Fund has also enrolled
some of the first minority and limited-resource farmers in the WRP. The Foundation also has a long
history of coordinating wetland conservation efforts with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services’s
Migratory Bird Office and has supported the FWS’s Partners for Wildlife program that assists
private landowners in restoring degraded or converted wetlands to provide more habitat for wildlife.

The Foundation supports conservation education through two broad-based missions: 1)
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bringing nature and conservation issues into the lives of urban youth not normally exposed to natural
resources issues, and encouraging under-represented groups to enter the conservation profession; and
2) bringing conservation education to rural audiences, whose land management practices can have
enormous influence on the future of the nation’s natural resources. Through hundreds of grants, the
Foundation has supported hands-on education for a wide array of target audiences: kindergartners,
graduate students, medical students, business schoo! students, resource professionals, and farmers.
For example, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services’s upper-level management training effort was
underwritten with grants from the Foundation,

The Foundation has recently opened an office in California to assist in implementing the
Bay-Delta Accord. CALFED, a combined state-federal entity, approached the Foundation because
they had heard of its successful record of managing partnerships, and asked for assistance in
managing restoration funds for this accord and the Central Valley Project Improvement Act. Qur
work with the Bureau of Reclamation in administering grants for salmon restoration in that region
also helped lay the foundation for assistance in the Bay-Delta restoration effort.

In 1995, the Foundation launched the “Save the Tiger Fund” with a $5 million pledge from
Exxon. This is an international effort to assist in the long-term survival of Asia’s remaining
populations of wild tigers. Exxon's pledge is one of the largest, single corporate donations for
conservation. The establishment of the “Save the Tiger Fund” represents 2 commitment to save tigers
from extinction in the wild through funding a diverse and effective group of conservation grants.
Thousands of individuals, from school children to business professionals, have joined Exxon and
the Foundation in the effort to save the tigers, and their contributions are making an impact—from
the National Zoo in Washington, D.C. to Kaziranga National Park in the forests of India to the
Sikhote Alin National Park in Russia’s far east.

The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation Establishment Aet requires that federal money
appropriated to the Foundation be matched by contributions from non-federal sources: corporations,
state and local government agencies, or individuals. In fulfilling this requirement, the Foundation
strives to raise a match of at Jeast 2:1 to obtain the greatest leverage for our federal funds (Figure 2).
The Foundation takes money appropriated to it and places it directly into conservation projects.
Funds for administrative overhead are raised from the private sector.

Al of the Foundation's projects are peer reviewed by agency staff, state resource officials,
and other professionals in the natural resources field. We also strive to have other interested parties
provide input, including the forest products industry and cattlemen’s associations, to make sure that
the Foundation's grants address real conservation needs appropriately. The Foundation has also
initiated a process by which it selicits comments from members of Congress concerning grants in
members’ districts.

Mr. Chairman, one of the things that distinguishes the Foundation from other conservation
groups 1s that its efforts yield practical principals of conservation management in day-to~day
conservation activities, and that its projects include its trademark ch istics of partnership
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building, public-private coordination, community involvement, and sustainable economics. The
Foundation has worked with over 600 agencies, universities, and conservation groups, both large and
small, over the last decade. These factors have helped the Foundation become one of the most
effective conservation organizations in the nation.

Tumning to the legislation that is before the Subcommittee, 1 again commend the Chairman
and the ranking member for taking the lead with their sponsorship of H.R. 2376. While we support
many of the suggested amendments to the Foundation’s current authority, I would like to suggest
several additional changes to the bill for your consideration.

Concerning the board of directors, currently 15 members appointed by the secretary of the
Interior serve on the Foundation’s board. Your legislation would increase the membership of the
board to 22 members. We agree with this increase of board members, though we ask that you
consider changing the appointment process so that the secretary would appoint 10 members, that 10
members would be appointed by the board itself, and that the directors of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and NOAA would serve as statutory members in the remaining two positions. This change
would allow one-half of the appointed board to be removed from the political process and would
allow board members to take a more active role in fund raising. A politically insulated, neutral, self-
perpetuating board appointment process has clear precedent. In 1996, Congress adopted and the
president signed into law (P.L. 104-127), a bill establishing for the USDA, the National Natural
Resources Conservation Foundation. This foundation’s board is initially appointed by the secretary
of the Department of Agriculture and then evolves into a self-perpetuating board. A process such as
this is envisioned for the Foundation and would provide board members with more certainty of
service and cut down on significant changes in board membership from one administration to the
next.

Currently the Foundation acts as the official foundation for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and NOAA. The Foundation is becoming more involved with other agencies and is
currently receiving appropriated funds to assist these agencies with fish and wildlife conservation
efforts. While H.R. 2376 does provide authority to accept and manage funds provided by any federal
agency, it would be our desire to have authorizing language to allow the Foundation to serve as the
foundation for the Bureau of Land Management and the Bureau of Reclamation.

Under current law, the Foundation is authorized at a level of $25 million through fiscal year
1998 in the Department of the Interior’s budget. While we are pleased that H.R. 2376 has expanded
this authorization to include the Department of Commerce, we would ask that you consider
increasing the authorization level to $40 million over a four-year period so that the Foundation can
continue to provide conservation benefits on a broader scale.

The Foundation also asks that you reconsider section 3(f) of H.R. 2376, which repeals the
Foundation’s protection from state and local condemnation authorities when it takes title to private
lands. While this authority has never been actually utilized, its mere presence has proven essential
in allowing the Foundation to accept certain donations of private property for transfer into the
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National Wildlife Refuge System.

Mr. Chairman, your letter of invitation asked that we provide you with an assessment of H.R.
2376. The Foundation believes that the above mentioned changes would strengthen the bill. We also
pledge to you our assistance in moving this bill forward for both full Resources Committee
consideration and by the House as a whole.

The Foundation is looking forward to building upon the success of its conservation efforts.
‘We are currently working with NOAA fo implement its “Year of the Ocean” program. This program,
an example of what you envision in the resolution that you, Mr, Chairman, and Congressman
Abercrombie have introduced (H. Con. Res. 131), will assist NOAA in bringing about a better
uriderstanding of the importance for conservation of our ocean resources. We are helping the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service to leverage the fees associated with the importation of sport hunted polar
bear trophies from Canada to maximize funds available for polar bear conservation efforts being
planned for Alaska and Russia, We are also exploring ways that the Foundation can cooperate with
conservation efforts being planned for the resources of Prince William Sound, working with the
Alaska Sealife Center, as well as resources in the tropics, working with coral reef conservation.
Whether it is through conservation education, professional training, fisheries, wildlife, migratory
birds, or habitat restoration, the Foundation is ready to take on the challenge, using its ability to
leverage federal funds and create partnerships, to bring about agency cooperation towards the
advancement of fish, wildlife, and plant conservation.

1 thank you for the opportunity to present this testimony.
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A DECADE OF INNOVATION AND SUCCESS
The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

In 1984, the U.S. Congress passed the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation Act providing
for creation of an organization modelled on the public trust attributes of federal land
management agencies and the flexibility and responsiveness of the private sector. The founding
legislation clearly states this cornerstone tenet:

Encourage, accept and administer private gifts and property for the benefit of, or in
connection with the activities and services of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; and

Undertake and conduct such other activities as will further the conservation and
management of the fish, wildlife, and plant resources of the United States, and its
territories and possessions, for present and future generations of Americans.

The Foundation was officially inaugurated at it first board of directors' meeting in January of
1985. At the time, the Foundation had no money, no staff, and an office consisting of one
desk housed in the Department of the Interior. In January, 1986, the board hired its first

employee.

From the outset, the Foundation recognized that the organization had to:

1. Be responsive and responsible to Congress, the Administration, and the private
sector, requiring the artful melding of political, bureaucratic, and entrepreneurial skills;

2. Effectively fund-raise while keeping administrative costs low in order to affect
efficient conservation results on-the-ground and demonstrate fiscal efficiency to the
Administration, Congress, and prospective donors in a competitive marketplace;

3. Develop conservation programs that would both direct federal matching funds to
outside conservation partners in support of national conservation priorities, encourage
donations from the private sector in direct support of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS) activities, and attract private donations to sustain the Foundation's programs;

4. Function as a nonprofit organization with an independent and autonomous decision-

making process; and

5. Build bridges between disparate interests and use grantmaking to resolve resource
conflicts and find creative solutions.

L0 Challenges and Leverage
The Foundation's grants program has grown dramatically from an initial outlay of 14 grants in
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1986 to more than 460 awarded in 1997. The values of grant cornmitments has also risen
dramatically from $490,405 in 1986 to $58 million in 1997 (Figures 1 and 2).

Fueled in large part by funds appropriated by Congress to the Foundation initially in the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service's budget and subsequently expanding to include other agencies, the
Foundation has undergone 12 years of growth in grantsmanship and partnership development.

1.1. First Steps, 1986-1988. The first few years of the Foundation's operation were marked by
efforts to establish a challenge grants program. In 1986, when the Foundation sought to initiate a
challenge grants program using a mixture of federal and non-federal monies, there were no
models to follow and no case histories to emulate. The grants process—from project prospects
and grant application development to data tracking and financial accountability-had to be
designed by the Foundation from the ground up. Working with Fish and Wildlife Service, other
federal and state partners, and private sector sources, the Foundation began to line up prospective
grants and identify interested donors. The first Congressional appropriation for the Foundation,
$250,000 via the Fish and Wildlife Service budget, was provided in fiscal year 1987 and was
doubled to $500,000 the following year. In its first three years of grantmaking, the Foundation
provided 92 grants, committing $3.2 million in matching funds leveraged with $4.8 million
raised by the Foundation and its conservation partners, for a total of $8 million to conservation

programs.
1986-1988 Project Examples:

> Facilitated the donation of 1,244-acre Cedar Island, a barrier island off Virginia's Eastern
Shore to Eastern Neck National Wildlife Refuge.

> Purchase of Equipment: Purchase of electro-shock boat for FWS's striped bass research
and funding reward program in Chesapeake Bay; satellite telemetry equipment for Kemps
ridley turtles in Gulf of Mexico; and manatees in Florida.

> Development of New Technologies: Assist in development of first statewide Gap-
Analysis Program in Idaho. Additional GAP projects undertaken in California, Montana,
and Oregon.

1.2. Wetlands and Leadership, 1989-1993. The next five years were marked by a growing
wetlands and conservation portfolio. During this period, the Foundation established itself in
conservation circles as a conservation grantmaker and partner. An increasing flood of proposals
were received and the Foundation responded proactively by identifying a series of initiatives
where the Foundation could focus the bulk of its grants. During this period, 68 percent of the
Foundation'’s portfolio doliars were directed toward the North American Waterfow] Management
Plan (NAWMP), including the Foundation's largest grant to date-$2.2 million for the Quill
Lakes First Step to restore mallard breeding habitat in Saskatchewan.
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A total of 732 grants were awarded over this five-year period, committing $24.5 million in
matching funds that, in turn, leveraged $51 million in challenge funds. Congressional
appropriations from FWS rose dramatically to $5 million annually, with the Foundation
receiving an additional $2 million in 1989 from Department of State (Foreign Operations) for
NAWMP and the "First Step” projects in Canada. NFWF also received $1.1 million from the
Agency for International Development (AID) to assist the newly developed Partners in Flight
migratory bird conservation grants program. Partners in Flight illustrates NFWF's efforts to
identify specific conservation needs and proactively formulate a program initiative to respond to
it.

1989:1993 Project Examples:

> Wetlands and Waterfowl: Responding to the continental decline of waterfowl
populations, the Foundation was a founding partner and principal instigator in
implementation of the North American Waterfowl Management Plan. Through the
"Step" projects, the Foundation provided $6 million to 52 projects in Canada and the
states which was matched by an additional $10.3 million (see Section 4.5).

3 Neotropical Migratory Birds: Working in cooperation with FWS, Forest Service, BLM,
Agency for International Development, state agencies, and over 150 other conservation
partners, including the forest product industry, NFWF played the pivotal role in
developing the Partners in Flight Initiative and institutionalized a grants stream to fund
priority projects. Since 1990, the program has provided more than 311 grants in the
United States, Canada, and 11 Latin American countries, totalling $28,780,000. Figure 3
illustrates the breadth of this program.

> Fisheries: In 1993, FWS and Foundation established the Fisheries Across America
program to improve habitat for native fish species on national wildlife refuges and
adjacent private lands. This program promotes partnerships between FWS and other
federal agencies, state agencies, and private organizations. Fisheries Across America has
awarded 48 challenge grants totaling $1.85 million. The program is modelled after the
highly successful Bring Back the Natives program in cooperation with the USDA-Forest
Service, Bureau of Land Management, and Service (see Section 4.2).

1.3. Continued Diversification, 1994-1997. Since 1994, the Foundation has continued its
proven grant-making while expanding its federal partnerships and diversifying its funding
sources. The Foundation invested $64 million in federal matching funds in 1,434 grants during
this period (including $22 million in misc. federal funds which often required less than 2:1
match). Working with more than 600 conservation partners, these grants were leveraged by $117
million from our partners providing a total of $182 million to conservation—a significant
expansion in the number and value of grants awarded in the eight previous years. Matching fund
appropriations provided in the FWS budget remained constant at the $4-5 million level and the
Foundation received add-on funds for endangered species, including funding for the southern
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California Natural Communities Conservation Program (NCCP). The Foundation, building on
its experience with FWS, initiated new grant sources with four new agencies: the Bureau of
Land Management, USDA-Forest Service, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
and Bureau of Reclamation. The Foundation also received $5 million from the USDA-Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) for initiating partnerships in support of the Wetlands
Reserve Program in FY 1996. These projects were coordinated with FWS's migratory bird
programs providing an important nexus with the Service's Partners for Wildlife program.

A new $1.4 million program providing restoration assistance to farmers in Pennsylvania helps
illustrate the additional assistance the Foundation is providing to FWS by broadening its funding
base with other federal agencies. The Pennsylvania Partrers for Wildlife Program, now receiving
Foundation funding support for the sixth consecutive year, is a national mode! that addresses
water quality degradation and wetlands losses through multiple practices on private farms
statewide. The program has been so successful that it is currently oversubscribed by 900
landowners, and FWS staff face critical shortages in funding, staff, equipment, and technical
assistance to meet this demand. Partners staff came to NFWF concerned that this backlog would
lead interested farmers to drop out over time. NFWF has helped bring in additional partners for
the program, including the use of USDA WRP funds at the foundation, which are being used to
as a match against private landowner contributions, and will result in an additional 2,800 acres
of wetlands restoration for 120 new landowners in 1997.

1994-1997 Project Examples:

> Multi-Species Habitat Planning: Building on its support of statewide Gap Analysis
Programs in 1988, the Foundation has provided both grants and staff support to multiple,
wide-ranging, habitat conservation plans (HCPs) and other conservation planning efforts
including the Kem, Sacramento, San Joaquin, and San Bernardino county HCPs; Florida
Shrub HCP, Coastal Sage/NCCP program in southern California, Lower Colorado River
MSCP program, and "Safe Harbors" development in the North Carolina Sandhills.

> Tiger Conservation: In September of 1995, the Foundation launched the Save the Tiger
Fund (STF) in partnership with the Exxon Corporation. STF supports a wide variety of
tiger conservation efforts, placing a special emphasis on projects that directly benefit
Asia's remaining populations of wild tigers. By investing over $3.4 million over three
years, the Save the Tiger Fund directly complements the Rhinoceros and Tiger
Conservation Fund and FWS's long-standing commitment to globally endangered
wildlife.

> Special Accounts: Since 1987, the Foundation has established more than 40 special law
enforcement accounts totalling in excess of $18 million in settlement, restitution, and
mitigation dollars. Payments have come from a range of wildlife-related violations under
a range of statutes, including the Clean Water Act, Endangered Species Act, Lacey Act,
and Migratory Bird Treaty Act (see Section 4.5).
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To date, the Foundation has awarded 2,276 grants to more than 700 grantees. Grantees range
from federal agencies like the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and USDA-Forest Service, to
regional conservation programs like Bully Creek Watershed Coalition in Oregon or the Coastal
Wildlife Refuge Society in North Carolina. Of the 700+ grantees, 35 percent have been awarded
two or more grants from the Foundation while the remainder have received a single grant. The
Fish and Wildlife Service is the Foundation's number one recipient, receiving 316 grants totalling
more than $33 million in total grants. A significant number of grants to FWS are pass-through
grants in which the Foundation has facilitated the donation of non-federal funds to FWS in
support of specific programs like wetlands restoration at Squaw Creek or Bear River NWRs or
donations in support of endangered species like the black-footed ferret, grizzly bear, Attwater
prairie chicken, and others.

NFWF has provided grants in all 50 states and has provided more than 50 grants to Canada and
its provinces, 38 to the Caribbean Basin, 90 to Mexico, 68 to Latin America south of Mexico,
and an additional 37 projects to Asia, Europe, and Africa. By and large, the Foundation's
international programs are directed at the migratory aspects of United States fish and wildlife.
The bulk of the Foundation's intemnational grants have been in support of the North American
Waterfowl Management Plan (Canada and Mexico); Partners in Flight (Caribbean Basin and
Latin America), Atlantic salmon (Greenland and Russia), and selected projects aimed at trust
species such as the African elephant and Asian tiger.

For 1986-1994, appropriations provided to the Foundation via the FWS budget were the primary
funding source for matching funds. In fact, of the $78.6 million in federal matching funds
provided, 73 percent has come from FWS. The diversity of funding sources, however, has
increased dramatically since 1995 to a point where it now encompasses seven federal agencies,
each with their own regulations and policies for committing and administering funds. In
addition, the Foundation manages over four dozen special accounts funded from mitigation, legal
settlements, or other non-federal sources. Finally, as noted above, NFWF and Exxon launched
the Save the Tiger Fund in 1995—a new type of project activity where NFWF acts as the project
officer for a large block of privately-raised conservation dollars. All this activity points to the
greater complexity the Foundation faces in administering its grants portfolio and conservation
programs.

3.0 Challenges and Attributes

The grants program has undergone a significant evolution over the course of its 12-year history.
During its evolution, a host of programmatic changes have been undertaken in an effort to remain
responsive, streamline the grants process, and minimize administrative costs. These efforts
include:

3.1. Matching Funds and Leverage. NFWF's legislation requires that federal funds be matched
dollar for dollar by non-federal donations received by the Foundation. The grants program has
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achieved an overall average of $2.41 for every federal matching fund dollar committed by the
Foundation. This average falls to $1.83 when the $23.5 million in "miscellaneous federal funds”
are included. These are funds provided to the Foundation via cooperative agreements and other
instruments for specific projects which often require only a dollar for dollar match or, as in the
case of the Mississippi River floodplain acquisition funds, no match at all presented to the
Foundation.

The Foundation strives to achieve the highest leverage practicable for its federal funds while
recognizing that certain grants will struggle to achieve one to one while others utilize the
Foundation's challenge to achieve results surpassing four to one.

3.2. Responsiveness. The Foundation prides itself on providing a rapid response to conservation
priorities. Like MASH units during the Korean War, the Foundation is often in the position to
provide immediate funding to conservation's most needy patients. Three examples are
illustrative.

In March 1989, FWS requested the Foundation's assistance in constructing a second captive
breeding facility for the whooping crane. Time was critical because a series of disease outbreaks
had illustrated the vulnerability of the single captive flock at Patuxent. A second facility was
operational at the International Crane Foundation in Baraboo, Wisconsin eight months later
thanks in large part to the assistance of the Foundation in providing a $178,000 leadership grant.
The Foundation also secured the assistance of the U.S. Navy in providing C-130 transportation
from Maryland to Wisconsin.

Norman McLean's literary classic A River Runs Through It featured Montana's Blackfoot River.
In 1992 when Robert Redford brought the story to the screen, the Blackfoot's fisheries were so
depleted that the film's fishing scenes were shot on neighboring rivers. In response, the
Foundation teamed up with Redford, the Orvis Company, and Trout Unlimited to raise $650,000
to fund vital restoration work on the Blackfoot.

Finally, in November 1993, the Foundation approved a grant for $500,000 towards the
emergency buy-out of approximately 3,000 agricuitural acres—an entire jevee district—along the
Iowa River that had been severely flooded during the massive upper Mississippi River floods the
previous summer. Drawing on our expertise, the Foundation helped forge a precedent sefting
partnership with FWS, NRCS, the Federal Emergency Management Agency, and Iowa Natural
Heritage Foundation to respond to this emergency request in record time. The 1993 flood
marked the 19th time that the district's levees were destroyed, lands flooded, and crops lost, The *
11 landowners in the district agreed to sell their properties rather than have the levees rebuilt.
With the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers under a statue requiring rebuilding the district within a
certain time limit, the urgency of the project was immediately obvious. The Foundation's quick
action, however, climinated the Corp's need to rebuild, saving thousands of federal dollars and
setting a precedent for buy-outs that has since become & national model.
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3.3. Fundraising. A primary role for the Foundation is to assist our conservation partners in
raising the necessary challenge funds for projects. There are three distinct types of grants
awarded by the Foundation. In ascending order of effort, they may be characterized as follows:

1) Simple Grant Award. Foundation awards challenge grant and grantee assumes all
responsibility for raising challenge funds and conducting grant.

2) Assisted Grant Award. Foundation awards challenge grant and assists grantee in some
aspect(s) of the grant such as identifying potential donors, helping to raise necessary
challenge funds, soliciting the cooperation of state and federal land management
agencies; or ensuring involvement of private landowners and interested corporations.

3) NFWF Directed Grant. Foundation provides lead for raising challenge funds and
assumes primary responsibility for conducting grant.

An estimated 70 percent of the Foundation's grant portfolio falls within the simple grant
category. These grants are awarded to established non-profit conservation, community, and local
governmental organizations with the programmatic, financial, and fundraising capacity to accept
a Foundation challenge award. For the remaining 30 percent, however, the Foundation goes
beyond the role of traditional grant-giver to provide some form of direct assistance related to
accomplishing the project. The majority of grants to the Fish and Wildlife Service fall into this
category because the agency is restricted in its ability to solicit funds.

3.4. Grant Structure and Cycles. A facet of the Foundation's flexibility and responsiveness is
seen in its grants administration. The Foundation formally reviews grants three times annually
and regularly presents interim grants for Board approval between cycles. Where timeliness
warrants, grants can be approved in a matter of days. Rather than rely on the college-admissions
"body-count” method of grant processing, where success appears determined by the number of
worthy applicants denied, the Foundation uses a pre-proposal format in order to screen proposals
before applicants have invested their limited time and effort only to be turned-down. For
Foundation applicants, the longer you don't hear, the better the news.

4. ibutions to Mission of Servi
In an effort to quantify the impact of these grants, the Foundation's grants portfolio can be
examined in relationship to the following six program areas:

4.1. Endangered Species. The Foundation has awarded in excess of 490 grants that further the
recovery of plant and animal species listed as threatened or endangered under the Endangered
Species Act as well as grants designed to keep species from becoming listed (examples: Atlantic
salmon, bull trout, and burrowing owl). Projects have ranged from evaluating the status of listed
species like the jaguar or vicuiia to acquiring keystone habitats for the California gnatcatcher and
Karner blue butterfly. Foundation grants have provided emergency captive breeding care to
black-footed ferrets, Stock Island snails, and California condors. Interns have been trained to
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keep watch over Puerto Rican parrots and stock tanks have been re-engineered to provide refugia
for the Chiricahua leopard frog, all through Foundation grants.

4.2. Fisheries. While NFWF began making fisheries grants almost from the beginning, the
Fisheries Conservation and Management Initiative did not come into existence until 1992 when
staff were hired specifically for this initiative. A central program of the initiative is the Bring
Back the Natives (BBN) Program that was initiated in 1992 and funded for three years with Fish
and Wildlife Service funds. In June of this year Secretary Babbitt praised the BBN program as a
model program for restoring native fish species. BBN will enter its seventh year this fall (FY98)
with a budget of $1.7 million in federal funds from four federal agencies (Fish and Wildlife
Service, Bureau of Reclamation, USDA-Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management).

Modelled after BBN, NFWF has partnered with eight federal agencies to create a new program
for fisheries habitat restoration in the Southeast, called Restore our Southern Rivers. Also
modelled after BBN is Fisheries Across America, a program with Fish and Wildlife Service that
helps restore native fish stocks throughout the United States. The principle requirements for
these grants is that they must be on-the-ground projects with a non-federal partner working
directly with a Fish and Wildlife Service employee on a Service priority project. The Fisheries
Across America partnership will enter its fifth year in FY 1998.

‘While habitat restoration projects are the core activities of the initiative, the fisheries program at
NFWF is as diverse as the problems threatening fish stocks in the U.S. From whirling disease to
red tides, to fresh water mussels and Atlantic salmon fisheries in Greenland, the Initiative
attempts to foster innovative partnerships that can serve as models for federal, state and private

partnerships.

4.3. National Wildlife Refuge System. Partnerships in support of the National Wildlife Refuge
System have been a central tenet of the Foundation's grantmaking. More than 140 projects have
been undertaken with Fish and Wildlife Service and a wide range of conservation partners on
refuge lands. These projects range from an "Adopt-a-Moose” homepage at Agassiz NWR to
installing artificial nesting platforms for wood storks at Wassaw NWR in Georgia. In Louisiana,
a series of grants to Delta NWR helped develop "crevasses" which in turn have proven to be
effective in restoring wetlands lost to erosion.

In 1988, the Foundation established a revolving loan fund to assist national wildlife refuges and
their local partners establish nonprofit organizations to support conservation and education
programs on refuges. To date, this fund has provided support to Bombay Hook, Desoto,
Minnesota Valley, Muscatatuck, Seney, and Tamarac national wildlife refuges. The Foundation
also continues to work with the National Wildlife Refuge Association to increase the number and
effectiveness of National Wildlife Refuge support groups across the country.

In preparation for the 100th anniversary of the National Wildlife Refuge System in 2003, the
Foundation joined the Fish and Wildlife Service to commemorate the System to provide
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individual challenge grants for on-the-ground conservation efforts that will benefit the resources
protected by individual refuges. In 1997, 16 projects totalling $630,000 were funded that restored
grassiands on Tewaukon NWR in North Dakota, developed a clean water curriculum for Cyress
Creek NWR in Illinois, and eradicated invasive plants and enhanced wetlands on refuges in
Arizona, California, and Florida.

4.4. Migratory Birds. Long-term declines in populations of Neotropical migratory birds and
other nongame species signalled a pending ecological disaster for the Western Hemisphere in the
late 1980s and 1990s. The Foundation rallied Fish and Wildlife Service and other federal, state,
private, and international partners to create Partners in Flight, an umbrella program to foster
strategic and cooperative approaches to migratory bird conservation. Working groups now exist
in almost all states and are charged with developing conservation plans for birds on a regional
basis. The Foundation has funded 311 grants specifically in support of this initiative, and
hundreds more that benefit migratory birds through habitat conservation, education, and research.
By launching Partners in Flight, the Foundation quickly and effectively created a program that
addressed nongame bird conservation needs, a growing responsibility within Fish and Wildlife
Service. Partners in Flight is now essentially a “ready made” initiative that Fish and Wildlife
Service can continue to grow within the context of its other priorities. In September, 1997, 12
forest product companies signed a memorandum of agreement pledging to cooperatively support
research, management, education, and other conservation efforts associated with Neotropical
migratory birds and Partners in Flight.

4.5. Law Enforcement. In 1987, a court in Tallahassee, Florida found a construction company
guilty of willfully knocking down a nesting tree inhabited by red-cockaded woodpeckers while
clearing land for development. The court directed the defendant to make a restitutionary
contribution of $300,000 to the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation as trustec for the
endangered species victims. The Foundation established a special account for the funds, and
provided a series of grants to the National Park Service, St. Marks National Wildlife Refuge and
Apalachicola and Osceola national forests for work directed at the conservation and recovery of
the endangered woodpecker in Florida.

Given the Foundation'’s close working relationship with Fish and Wildlife Service and other state
and federal natural resource agencies, our fiscal accountability, and extensive grant making
experience, courts have increasingly directed settlement and mitigation fuads to the Foundation.
Since 1987, the Foundation has established in excess of 40 special law enforcement accounts
totalling in excess of $18 million in settlement, restitution, and mitigation dollars. Payments
have come from a range of wildlife-related violations including Lacey Act violations for illegal
sale of striped bass in the Chesapeake and lake sturgeon in Lake Michigan; Migratory Bird
Treaty Act violations for baiting of waterfowl in Arkansas and Louisiana; Endangered Species
Act violations for illegal importation of protected reptiles in the Port of New York and Boston;
illegal dumping and spraying on national wildlife refuge lands; and Clean Water Act violations
for illegal discharges off California. These funds are from both civil and criminal cases and are
paid in addition to any fines paid by the defendants to the U.S. Government, states, and courts.



57

Page 10.
A prime example of the added value of the Foundation's involvement is the Iroquois Settlement.

In May 1996, after four years of federal investigations, the Iroquois Pipeline Company pled
guilty to safety violations and damaging scores of wetland areas in New York and Connecticut.
As part of the settlement, the Foundation was named as a trustee of $2.25 million in federal fines
and directing the Foundation to use the funds for the creation, restoration, enhancement, and
acquisition of wetlands and adjoining uplands in the vicinity of the Iroquois Pipeline right-of-
way in 15 counties in New York and Connecticut Working jointly with Fish and Wildlife
Service, Corps of Engineers, and states, 31 grants were selected: eight grants awarded to
Connecticut and 23 to New York's including wetlands restorations, acquisitions, and
education/outreach programs. Overall, these 31 grants will protect and/or improve approximately
40,000 acres and will leverage the initial $2.25 million to more than $7 million for on-the-ground
conservation.

4.6. North American Waterfowl Management Plan. In May, 1986 the North American
Waterfowl Management Plan was adopted by the Canadian and United States governments, with
Mexico becoming a signatory in 1988. The purpose of the Plan was to reverse the alarming
decline in North American waterfow] through stabilization and restoration of the wetland habitats
on which these migratory birds depended. This would be accomplished through the cooperative
efforts of Canadian and American (and later Mexican) federal and state/provincial public
agencies, and private entities. The Plan was visionary in its goals and objectives.
Implementation, particularly funding, was problematic. Lacking a direct route for federal dollars
to be transferred to Canadian projects, the Plan risked falling short of its goals for lack of funds.
The Foundation, seeing an opportunity for establishing a funding mechanism, played a lead role
in "jump starting" the Plan.

First, the Foundation served as the clearinghouse for sending U.S. dollars to Canada through the
Canadian Step Program, working in cooperation with Ducks Unlimited. and the Intemational
Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies. In the first year of the Plan, the Canadian "First
Step," $1 million was contributed to the Foundation by 12 states, which was matched with
another $1 million by Ducks Unlimited. These monies, in turn, were matched with another $2
million in federal funds passed through the Foundation, for a total of $4 million sent to Canada
for seven projects in two joint venture areas. The result: 17,735 acres of critical wetland and
upland habitat were protected and nearly 8,400 acres were restored.

In the Second and Third Step, the Foundation expanded the Plan into the United States. A
process was developed whereby states developed proposals for habitat protection and/or
restoration which were reviewed and approved by the Foundation and Ducks Unlimited. The
states were obligated to the approved projects through Site Specific Agreements. The
Foundation oversaw and followed up with the states to confirm that the state projects were
completed as intended. In other words, the Foundation's role expanded beyond being a "banker"
to a program administrator. Under the Second Step, 22 states contributed $3 million which was
matched with another $3 million by Ducks Unlimited and sent to Canada in support of some 22
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Canadian projects in 9 provinces. Similarly, the Foundation sent $3 million in federal funds back
to the states, matched with $1 million from Ducks Unlimited, to support habitat protection and
restoration programs there. The result: in Canada over 116,000 acres were protected and nearly
62,000 acres were restored, while in the United States 16,400 acres were protected and 5,000
acres restored.

The Third Step story was much the same. The Foundation received $3,337,000 from 25 states for
transfer to the Canadian projects, which was again matched by Ducks Unlimited with $3 million.
The Foundation returned $2,950,000 to the states, which was matched with $975,000 from
Ducks Unlimited. The accomplishments: Canadian protection and restoration projects were
estimated to equal or exceed the combined total of the first two years, while in the United States
another 28,000 acres were acquired for protection and 15,500 acres were restored.

By its involvement in the Plan's initial implementation, the $8 million in federal funds
administered by the Foundation were able to leverage over $16,225,000 in public and private
funds, for a combined total of over $24,225,000 being applied to habitat protection and
restoration programs in Canada and the United States. And that only represents the funding
originating in the United States. When you add the Canadian partners' contributions, the total
investment by both countries in the first three years of the Plan comes to roughly $40,000,000. In
those first three years over 312,000 acres were protected and over 162,000 acres were restored in
both countries.

As a member of the U.S. Implementation Board, the Foundation was also an important player in
the passage of the North American Wetlands Conservation Act in 1989. This Act enabled a
federal agency to directly transfer federal funds to support wetlands conservation projects outside
of the United States. Specifically, it assured on-going federal financial support of the Plan by
enabling the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to disburse funds through the NAWCA grant
program. The process set up by the Foundation was adapted and transferred to the Service, which
is where it belongs. The Foundation continues to play a role in the Plan, however, by sitting on
the North American Wetlands Conservation Council which reviews and awards NAWCA grants.

In addition to its direct participation in the Step Program, the Foundation established its own
North American Waterfowl Management Plan initiative, awarding grants aimed at meeting the
goals of the Plan to public and private entities. From 1986 through 1993, the NAWMRP initiative
awarded 142 grants using $8,567,000 federal Foundation dollars to leverage $16,200,000 in
challenge dollars. The impact on wetland and upland habitats protected and restored is not
insignificant. Examples of some of the NAWMP grants include:

> Acquisition and restoration of lands that became the core of The Nature Conservancy's
Parrot Ranch project in the northern Central Valley of California;

. Acquisition of lands that became the core of the ACE Basin Preserve, a 350,000-acre
' wetland area along the South Carolina coast;
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» Acquisition of lands that became the core of the Cache River federal, state, and private
(TNC) conservation holdings;

> Acquisition of over 3,000 acres of wetlands in the Prairie Pothole Region of the upper
Midwest;

2 Acquisition of over 7,000 acres of Louisiana coastal wetlands for the establishment of a
national wildlife refuge; and

> Restoration projects on national wildlife refuges throughout the country, but particularly
the southeast, Gulf coast, and upper plains and midwest areas.

5.0 List of Fi
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3. Neotropical Bird Grants, 1990-1997
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TESTIMONY OF DONALD R. GLASER
BEFORE THE HOUSE RESOURCES SUBCOMMITTEE ON
FISHERIES CONSERVATION, WILDLIFE AND OCEANS
CONCERNING H.R. 2376.
SEPTEMBER 25, 1997

Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the invitation to
prasent testimony today concerning the reauthorization of the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation. | believe the reauthorization of the Foundation is important to the
continued health of natural resources throughout the United States and the improved
effectiveness of the agencies that oversee them.

| am just completing a one year tenure as the Executive Director of the Westarn
Water Policy Review Advisory Commission established under the authority ot Title
XXX of P.L. 102-575.

The Commissian was chartered by the Secretary of the interior and is comprised of
ten appointed citizen members and twelve ex-officic members of the Congress. The
Commission was charged to look at the full range of water resource issues in the West
including the water related challenges we face in the next twenty years and the federal
agencies current and anticipated ability to respond to these challengss.

The Commission held scoping hearings across the West, received formal reports
from many water related experts and federal agencies, and received considerable
public testimony. Constant themes throughout this substantial and diverse input were:

1. the lack of coordination between federal agencies with regard to their
various water related responsibility and

2. the difficulty of federal agencies to participate financially in locally driven
cooperative efforts such as the many watershed initiatives springing up
across the West.

Many federal programs and local watershed efforts are focusad on the resolution of
conflicts arising between uses of natural resources , including land and water, and
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protection of native fish, wildlife, and plant species. The National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation is widely recognized for their ability to bring together the diverse, and often
competing, federal activities in cooperation with state and local interests. This is a
critical function that they perform exceptionally weil.

The Foundation is also acknowledged as one of the most effective institutions for
leveraging limited available funds for fish and wildlife resource protection and
restoration. They are viewed as being particularly effective at focusing these
leveraged dollars toward “on the ground” efforts that resuit in tangible improvements
for fish and wildlife and their associated habitat. It is this reputation that results in their
invitation to participate in a wide range of local efforts.

One such effort is the CALFED initiative resulting from the Bay-Delta Accord in
California. The CALFED Bay-Delta Program's mission is to develop a long term
comprehensive plan that will restore ecological health and improve water
management for beneficial uses of the Bay-Delta system. One of their four Program
objectives is to “Improve and increase aquatic and terrestial habitats and improve
ecological functions in the Bay-Delta to support sustainable populations of diverse and
vaiuable piant and animal species”.

The December 15, 1994, Bay-Deita Accord contained a committment to develop
and fund non-flow activities intended to improve the ecosystem heaith of the Bay-
Delta. This committment, including associated funding, is commonly referred 10 as
Category Hi. There are generally three sources of funding for Category il activities.
They include approximately $30 million in volunteer contributions from members of the
California Urban Water Agencies, $60 million from State bond funds provided by the
passage of Califomia’s Proposition 204, and a yet unappropriated amount of federal
funding.

A specific concem of many of the parties associated with the CALFED is their ability
to spend available funds on restoration efforts in an effective mannar. There is & great
deal of interest in this money being spent on resource efforts “an the ground”.
Because of their reputation for being able to effectivaly and efticiently administer
smatler grant activities resulting directly in measurable habitat improvements, the
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Foundation has been approached to administer a portion of the funds from all three
sourcss.

| have been retained by the Foundation to help them develop a strategic plan for
these efforts and execute the necessary agreements with all three entities. Each
agreement presents its own difficulties but the value added by the Foundation’s
involvement keeps each party committed to successfully completing these
agreements. Some of the values added include:

1. Efficiency of administration - The Foundation will conduct it's responsibility
for an administrative fee of 3% to 5%.

2. Confidence that funds will result in habitat improvements “on the ground” -
The Foundation has a proven track record of producing measurable results
inthe field.

3. Existing relationships - The Foundation brings established relationships with
non-governmental organizations who will carry out many of the smaller, less
costly Category !l activities.

4. Leveraging dollars - The Foundation has the potential to leverage some

tunds through challenge grants.

5. Effective coordination - The Foundation can help the CALFED staff bring the

many parties together in a more coordinated manner.

| must point out that executing agreements that comply with applicable laws while
retaining the desired effectiveness of the Foundation presents substantial challenges.
Federal and state agencies are encumbered with substantial fiscal laws, regulations,
and practices to assure the appropriate management and expenditure of public funds.
This is very important to the safe keeping of the public trust. However, it makes federal
and state oversite of small contract and grant activities such as many contemplated
under Category |ll of the Bay-Delta Accord very inefficient. This is of critical importance ]
given the limits on administration fees imposed on Proposition 204 funds and the
desire of all interest to minimize overhead costs and maximize funds directed to
tangible and measureable field activities. This drives much of the Interest In the
Foundation's participation in the CALFED activites and argues for prompt
reauthorization of the Foundation.
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The Western Water Policy Review Commission also addressed the need for
innovative funding approaches such as those presented by the Foundation. The
following are specific comments and recommendations taken from the Commission’s
Draft Report being released next week for public comment:

“Given declining federal budgets, innovative sources of funding and investment,
Including public and private partnerships, must be found for the management
and restoration of western rivers.”

“We are in the midst of a major transition in the source of funding for water
projects and water management. Many new, innovative approaches to funding
exist, utilizing public and private funds, non-profits, volunteer efforts, user fees,
and other means. The challenge will be to shape these approaches along with
declining federal dolfars, into sustainable, stable programs.”

“in adaition to legal authority, perhaps the biggest source of influence of the
basin entity is through provision of funding for basin and local initiatives and
projects. A critical component of the basin plan is a financial mechanism, such
as a basin trust, which can draw from many new sources of funds, leveraging
state and federal contributions, and carrying funds in a revolving, interest
bearing account. Congress should support these mechanisms with operating
authority and funds.”

The Foundation can provide much of the flexibility the Commission observes is
needed to address fulure resource probleims. As in the case of CALFED Category Ili,
entities across the West are looking to the Foundation to play an innovative role in
coordinating and financing fish and wildlife restoration efforts. But like CALFED, lack
of authority limits the Foundation’s flexibility.

There has been a significant increase in cooperative efforts between the
Foundation and the Bureau of Land Management and the Bureau of Reciamation.
These activities have greatly enhanced the effectiveness of both Bureaus. Howaver,
this effectiveness would be greatly increased if the Foundation were autharized to
serve as the foundation for B.L.M. and Reclamation.
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As we move into an era of diminishing federal funds available to address these
resource issues, leveraging limited dollars will become more critical. The Foundation
has a proven record of doing just that. Any additional authority which enhances the
Foundation's effetiveness will contribute to cooperative resolution of current and future
natural resource problems.

This concludes my testimony and | again thank you for the opportunity to address
the Subcommittee on this important matter.
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to present testimony before this
Committee. My name is Jonathan Adler, and I am Director of Environmental Studies at the
Competitive Enterprise Institute in Washington, D.C. CEl is 2 non-profit, non-partisan research
and advocacy institute dedicated to the principles of free enterprise and limited government.
CEI's work includes efforts to advance the public understanding of government regulation and its
impacts, and to research and promote free market approaches to policy issues. CEI is wholly
dependent upon voluntary contributions for its funding; it accepts no government money of any
kind.

For the past six years I have researched and analyzed environmental issues, ranging from
air pollution and hazardous waste {0 property rights and habitat conservation. While at the
Institute I oversaw the development and launch of the Center for Private Conservation, which
studies and promotes private, non-governmental efforts to advance environmental objectives. I
also researched the government funding of environmental organizations for my book
Environmentalism at the Crossroads (Capital Research Center, 1995). Some of the issues raised
in my testimony are discussed at greater length in my book.

OVERVIEW

The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (NFWF) was created by Congress in 1984 to
help promote conservation efforts by public and private entities. Congress intended to launch the
Foundation with some seed money, in the hopes that it would become a self-sustaining entity.
Instead, NFWF continues to be reliant upon the federal government. When NFWF was created
in 1984, it received only $100,000 per year — a mere pittance of what it now receives at taxpayer
expense. By comparison, H.R. 2376 would authorize $25 million per year for fiscal years 1999,
2000, and 2001.

Today, NFWF is a substantial recipient of taxpayer funds, from both state and federal
governments. According to NFWF’s records, among the government funds that NFWF received
in the previous fiscal year (10/95-9/96) are the following {figures are rounded):

Government Entity ount

U.S. Agency for International Development $265,000

U.S. Dept of Agriculture $5,500,000
U.S. Dept. of Commerce ' $569,000
U.S. Dept. of Defense $171,500
U.S. Dept. of Interior $15.465.000
Subtotal Federal 321,970,500
State of California $757,000

State of Colorado $253,000
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State of Montana $237,000
Virginia Dept. of Game $107,000
Subtotal State 81,354,000
Total Government Funding $23,324,500

Even were this Committee to refuse to authorize money for NFWF from the Interior and
commerce Departments, it is very likely that NFWF would continue to receive substantial
funding from various government entities.

The issue for this committee is not whether NFWF supports any worthwhile projects.
Nor is it whether it was wise for the federal government to create the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation over a decade ago. Nor even is it whether NFWF should continue to exist. The issue
is whether NFWF should continue to receive an annual appropriation of taxpayer dollars —
whether the Congress should continue to appropriate several million dollars to a specific private
charity that engages in politically-oriented and controversial grant-making. And, if so, what
conditions should be placed upon the Foundation’s acceptance of federal funds.

There is no doubt that NFWF has supported, and will continue to support, many
worthwhile conservation projects, from wetlands restoration to tiger conservation. The
Competitive Enterprise Institute itself , through the Center for Private Conservation, has
documented two private organizations — Chesapeake Wildlife Heritage and the American
Chestnut Foundation — that are engaged in admirable conservation activities and also have
received funding through NFWF. That NFWF often does good things does not, however, mean
that it is entitled to receive annual appropriations of millions in taxpayer dollars nor does it mean
that NFWF should not be the subject of Congressional oversight

In some respects NFWF could be seen as the environmental equivalent of the National
Endowment for the Arts. Both were created to address the private sector’s perceived failure to
adequately fund something of national concern — art in the case of the NEA, conservation in the
case of NFWF. The motivating theory in both cases is that the federal government, by providing
seed money, could facilitate the proliferation of divided activities. Both entities have funded
worthwhile projects and not-so-worthwhile projects; both have funded things that are
unobjectionable, and both have funded things that are extremely controversial. Finally, there are
reasons to question the continued federal funding of both endeavors — a step that the House has
taken in the case of the NEA, and should with NFWF as well.

‘While NFWF does support valuable efforts, there are reasons why this Committee shouid
consider phasing out NFWF’s funding authorization, or af the very least subjecting the
Foundation to more stringent oversight. Among the most significant is evidence of NFWF’s
political activity and support of ideological activist groups, an issue that this Committee has
heard about before. Moreover, there is no reason to believe that either private conservation
efforts or corporate philanthropic grants are in need of direct financial support from the federal
government. Finally, there are valid concerns about NFWF’s lack of accountability and
openness to taxpayers and their elected representatives about NFWF expenditures and activities.
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NFWF AND POLITICAL ACTIVITY

The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation has carefully maintained its image as a
neutral conservation organization that focuses on facilitating public-private partnerships and
landowner-friendly conservation policies. According to NFWF Chairman Magalen O. Bryant, a
hallmark of the Foundation’s efforts is the development of “proactive, voluntary partnerships that
deliver a greater common solution to issues that are naturally divisive.” Unfortunately, NFWF
also makes its own contributions to the divisiveness of existing and proposed environmental
policies, typically to the detriment of small landowners and resource-dependent communities.
Throughout its history, NFWF has promoted controversial policies ranging from wolf
reintroduction to the expansion of endangered species regulations through the development of
habitat conservation plans. It is this sort of political activity that makes NFWF itself a
controversial recipient of federal funds.

For example, in its report The Next Wave in Conservation, NFWF celebrates it’s “human-
friendly approach” to endangered species protection. What the report describes, however, is not
particularly landowner friendly. For instance, NFWF takes credit for helping to develop Natural
Community Conservation Planning (NCCP) in southern California. While hailed as a model by
Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt, the ecosystem management approach embodied in NCCP is
anything but landowner friendly, especially for smaller landowners. The additional certainty that
regional habitat conservation planning purportedly affords to large developers comes at the
expense of subjecting far greater amounts of land to regulatory controls and imposing additional
burdens on small landowners that may wish to utilize their property. The NCCP approach is not
voluntary for those who own property in affected jurisdictions, nor does it address the primary
concemns that landowners have about the impact of the Endangered Species Act on private
property. Even “safe harbors” and the other incentive programs that NFWF trumpets as
proactive reform efforts do little to ameliorate potentially devastating impacts that federal land-
use controls can have on property values.

Of course NFWF is sometimes more overt in promoting political positions. To give one
example with which I am sure members of this Committee are familiar, on March 15, 1995,
NFWF deputy director Barbara Cairns, in her official capacity, sent a memo to NFWF’s board of
directors requesting the assistance of each member to prevent Congress from defunding the
National Biological Service (NBS), a federal program created by the Clinton Administration
without Congressional authorization to help implement the Endangered Species Act. The NBS
was controversial because landowners were concerned that the NBS would generate information
that would lead to the listing of additional endangered species, thus prompting additional federal
land-use controls. The NBS has also been a recipient of NFWF funds.

In her memo, Cairns wrote that, “U.S. Department of Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt is
seeking assistance in his effort to save the National Biological Service (NBS) from recission
action by the U.S. Congress.” She suggested that any board member favoring continued funding
of the NBS should “demonstrate support” by contacting any of the members of Congress listed
on the memo, and then added “As you know, NFWF is prohibited from lobbying members of
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Congress. Your letter or phone call should reflect your support as a citizen rather than as an
NFWF Board Member.” Attached to the memo were Interior Department fact sheets defending
the NBS.

NFWF Executive Director Amos Eno testified before Congress in 1995 that “No taxpayer
dollars have ever been used by the Foundation to lobby Congress.” As a technical legal matter,
that may well be true. But as members of this Committee know, non-profit organizations can
make extensive efforts to affect public policy and federal legislation without being caught in the
legal definition of “lobbying.” The simple fact is that NFWF receives substantial federal funds,
and NFWF employees, in their official capacity, sought to mobilize the NFWF Board to affect
legislation before Congress at the request of the Interior Department. Call it lobbying, call it
something else. There is no doubt about what occurred, and every reason to believe that it was
not an isolated occurrence.

Indeed, former Interior Secretary Manuel Lujan wrote to Rep. David McIntosh that the
Foundation sought to “undermine” those environmental policies of the Bush Administration with
which the Foundation staff did not agree and sought to strip the Interior Secretary’s power to
make appointments to NFWF’s board. While NFWF characterizes its annual “Needs
Assessment” as a neutral source document, it routinely calls for an increase in spending and
regulatory authority for federal agencies involved with wildlife conservation. According to
Lujan, these documents “essentially refuted the Bush Administration’s budget proposals.”

The record strongly suggests that even when NFWF is not directly encouraging a specific
political outcome, it consistently advances positions that support greater federal land-use control
at the expense of small landowners. This is not to say that all NFWF activities are political, but
when they are, they consistently advocate greater government control of land-use and spending
increases for federal environmental programs.

I understand that NFWF consistently disavows spending taxpayer dollars on political
advocacy. But money is fungible. When federal funds, from annual appropriations and other
sources, make up a substantial portion of a single organization’s funding, it is implausible to
suggest that federal funding does not indirectly aid that organization’s political efforts.

NFWF AND ACTIVIST ORGANIZATIONS

In the past few years greater attention has been paid to the extent to which federal funds
are diverted to political organizations that actively seek to influence government policy. Non-
profit organizations that seek to influence the policy-making process increasingly rely upon
taxpayer-funded government agencies to support their activities.

The funding of activist organizations with taxpayer dollars raises two important concems.
The first is that the government funding of ideological advocacy is incompatible with a free,
democratic system. As Thomas Jefferson noted, it is tyranny to force individuals to support the
propagation of ideas with which they disagree. There is something fundamentally wrong with
using taxpayer dollars to promote and disseminate partisan or controversial views outside of the
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formal or deliberative process. Yet insofar as NFWF funnels federal dollars toward
environmental advocacy groups, that is precisely what it is doing.

Second, government funding of interest groups creates a vicious circle that promotes the
expansion of the federal government. Government agencies fund advocacy groups that turn
around and call for increases in government programs and appropriations, often for the same
agencies that provide a portion of their funding. Indeed, among those interest groups that receive
funding from the Interior Department or Environmental Protection Agency, few — if any — call
for the scaling back of federal regulatory programs or returning more authority over
environmental matters to the states. The Fish and Wildlife Service, for example, is far more
likely to give funds to an environmental organization that supports the extension of its authority
under Section 9 of the Endangered Species Act than it is to support a landowner group that seeks
to lessen regulatory burdens.

This pattern can be seen both in federal support of NFWF and the Foundation’s own
pattern of grant giving. NFWF is a source of money for activist organizations pursuing
ideological agendas on environmental issues. While NFWF maintains that its funds do not
support the advocacy efforts of activist groups, money is fungible, particularly for non-profits,
and fulfilling an organization’s funding needs in one area inevitably frees up resources for other
endeavors. Once the decision is made to fund a particular group, it is difficult to ensure that the
grant does not contribute, even indirectly, to other efforts.

1 feel confident that all members of this committee are familiar with NEWF’s support of
the Pacific Rivers Council. Two months after receiving a $60,000 grant from NFWF to protect
salmon in the Pacific Northwest, the Council joined the Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund to sue
the federal government to impose new regulations to protect salmon. A subsequent federal court
decision called for the halting of logging, grazing, and road-building in several Idaho forests.
This decision generated so much controversy that the Pacific Rivers Council requested that the
court temporarily lift the injunction.

This is not the only case in which NFWF money appears to have supported politiéal
activism. Consider just a few examples:

e In 1993, NFWF provided money to The Nature Conservancy in Florida to “generate support
for protecting the Florida Bay and Florida Keys ecosystem.” There is little doubt that this
money assisted the Nature Conservancy in its lobbying effort to create a National Marine
Sanctuary in the Florida Keys over strong local opposition.

o In 1994, NFWF gave the Natural Resources Defense Council, an active environmental
litigation and advocacy group, $16,575 to “promote the adoption and implementation of an
effective international regime to govern the conservation and management of fish species
whose habitat extends beyond national jurisdictions.”
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¢ In 1992, NFWF gave the World Wildlife Fund-U.S. $5,000 to produce a “briefing book” and
slide show on the Endangered Species Act under the direction of Don Berry.

¢ In 1993, NFWF gave $50,000 to the Center for Marine Conservation to create a national
“network of fisheries activists” (emphasis added) that would, among other things, “provide a
grassroots voice for sustainable management.” '

¢ In 1992, just as Congress was preparing to debate reform of the Endangered Species Act, the
Wilderness Society and Endangered Species Coalition published The Endangered Species
Act: A Commitment Worth Keeping, a report which hails the ESA as a “flexible,” “problem-
solving” statute without any substantial flaws that could not be remedied by additional
federal funding. The report explicitly thanked NFWF for providing a matching grant, even
though I have been unabie to find any grant to either group listed among NFWF grants from
1986 to 1995.

With such a track record, it is hard to swallow the contention that NFWF does not support
advocacy efforts. Indeed, the above are only a small portion of the grants that NFWF has given
to organizations that engage in lobbying or political advocacy in favor of greater federal
environmental regulation. According to materials that NFWF provided to Representative
Chenoweth, the following environmentalist organizations received funds from NFWF between
1986 and 1995:

Organization NFWEF Grant (Totals

American Rivers $ 55,000
Center for Marine Conservation $ 94,398
Defenders of Wildlife $ 149,000
Environmental Defense Fund $308,000
1zaak Walton League $39,000
National Audubon Society $209,000
National Wildlife Foundation $72,000
Natural Resources Defense Council $16,575
Pacific Rivers Council $143,500
Rainforest Alliance $157,980
World Wildlife Fund $356,580

The donation of money to activist groups continues today. A cursory review of NFWF’s
1996 annual report reveals grants to Defenders of Wildlife ($35,000), Environmental Defense
Fund ($11,500), the Rainforest Alliance ($32,500), and World Resources Institute ($50,000 to
the Management Institute for Environment and Business, a WRI subsidiary), among others.
Other grants support the development of reports and studies for distribution to Congress and
administration officials to bolster the support of the Endangered Species Act and other existing
or proposed environmental programs.
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For years NFWF has provided funds to activist organizations with an ideological stake in
current debates over environmental policy. Those activist groups receiving NFWF funds
uniformly support an increased federal role in environmental regulation and oppose the
protection of private property rights from excessive land-use controls. This is not a proper use of
taxpayer money, and is another reason why this committee should phase out the authorization of
funds to NFWF. '

PRIVATE CONSERVATION AND CORPORATE CHARITY

Private conservation has a long and proud history in the United States, from the recovery
of the American bison and the planned reintroduction of the American Chestnut to the protection
of Hawk Mountain and the proliferation of wood duck boxes on private land. Americans have
always been willing to undertake direct efforts to protect the natural world around them.
Government involvement in conservation, most will agree, has had a more spotty history. With
the possible exception of those efforts explicitly designed to limit the exploitation of open-access
commons, government conservation successes have been few and far between. Indeed, some of
America’s proudest conservation efforts were undertaken at private expense at a time when
governments were hostile or indifferent to conservation objectives. Were it not for the private
efforts of individuals such as Rosalie Edge and William Hornaday, and their willingness to act
when governments could not or would not, much of America’s natural heritage would have been
lost. The conservation spirit was alive and well in America prior to the establishment of NFWF,
and it will remain long after NFWF has received its last government dime.

Of course, NFWF itself would in all probability continue to exist even were its
government funding to end tomorrow. Some of its projects and priorities may change, but the
Foundation would be unlikely to close its doors. As evidence of NFWF’s ability to raise
substantial funds from non-government sources, consider some of the grants it received in the
previous fiscal year (figures are rounded):

Funder Amount
Anheuser-Busch $215,000
Cyprus/Amax Coal $100,000
David and Lucille Packard Foundation $140,000
Ducks Unlimited $1,571,000
Exxon Corp. $1,555,000
Gregory T. Smith $320,000
Hofmann Company . . $200,000
Iowa Natural heritage $157,000
Isis Fund $100,000
John and Catherine MacArthur Foundation $125,000
Kenai River Sportfishing $200,000
Long Live the Kings $200,000
Monomet Observatory, Inc. $202,000
National Geographic Society $210,000
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Paul Tudor Jones/Tudor Investment Corp. $250,000
Phillips Petroleum Foundation $100,000
Quail Unlimited $112,000
Resource Management, Inc. $288,000
Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation $205,000
Second Nature, Inc. " $150,000
Self Reliance Foundation $125,000
Sweet Water Trust $110,000
Curtis & Edith Munson Foundation $105,000
Nature Conservancy $584,000
Pew Charitable Trust $993,000
Trust for Public Land $250,000
Unocal Corp. $1,026,000
Vermont Law School $110,000
World Forestry Center $200,000

As the above demonstrates, NFWF receives substantial corporate and foundation support.
This is no doubt a testament to the fundraising skill of the Foundation’s employees and officers,
and the many valuable projects with which NFWF is involved. It is also a reason to question
whether annual federal appropriations are necessary to sustain those activities of the Foundation
that are truly worthwhile. Were NFWF’s annual appropriation phased out over a set time period
say three years like the NEA, it is likely that private contributions would fill the void left by
government funds for those projects that are truly worthy of support.

>

No doubt one reason that corporations give so heavily to NFWF is the public relations
benefit of supporting environmental causes. Another is that it is an opportunity for corporations
to double their philanthropic dollar through NFWF matching funds. Fortune 500 firms regularly
trumpet their donations to environmental causes and their conservation efforts — often with good
cause. However, it is questionable whether the taxpayer should indirectly underwrite those
philanthropic efforts by supporting NFWF’s donation of matching funds to these projects. If
corporations wish to receive the goodwill and positive publicity that accompanies underwriting
conservation efforts, surely they can be expected to fully fund those efforts for which they wish
to take credit, rather than relying on matching support from a taxpayer-funded entity.

Private conservation benefits from corporate and foundation support, but thankfully its
roots are far deeper, for private conservation efforts will be essential to meeting the
environmental challenges of the coming decades. Transforming government regulatioris into
conservation subsidy programs, however, is not a sustainable approach. Whether we like it or
not, government supported conservation faces many of the same problems as other government
subsidized efforts. The lack of competition and accountability often results in inefficiency and
waste. Political institutions also have a hard time supporting diverse objectives simultaneously,
whereas successful conservation often requires a multiplicity of efforts aimed at a single
objective. Political considerations or special interest influence interfere with sound priority
setting. In the long run, private conservation efforts will be healthier and more effective insofar
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as they remain private and avoid political entanglements, such as those created by government
funding.

A NOTE ON ACCOUNTABILITY

One concern that some have with NFWF is that it receives a substantial amount of
taxpayer dollars, yet it does not seem very responsive to taxpayers and their elected
representatives that wish to know more about it.

For one, it can be difficult to track which organizations are recipients of NFWF funds
because the grants are listed by their purpose, not the recipient organization. As a result, only the
diligent taxpayer or policymaker who is willing to slog through pages of grant records will be
aware of the extent to which NFWF funds activist organizations — and even then it is not clear
where grants end up. As noted above, NFWF was credited with supporting a Wilderness
Society/Endangered Species Coalition position paper calling for an expansion of the Endangered
Species Act, yet no clear record of the donation appears in NFWF’s list of grants.

Certainly private charitable organizations should be free to present their grant reports in a
manner that is congruent with their internal procedures and the demands of their supporters. The
reason I raise this issue is that so long as the taxpayer is a substantial supporter of NFWF, there
should be complete openness about the manner in which NFWF funds are spent, particularly
when NFWF funds go to support political advocacy of one kind or another. Asa recipient of
taxpayer dollars, NFWF has a special obligation to be transparent about the use to which its
dollars are put. Insofar as this is not already a legal obligation or a condition of receiving
government funds, it should be.

As a 501(c )(3) organization, NFWT has additional responsibilities to provide
information to private citizens who are interested in learning more about its activities. Here
again, however, there are questions about NFWF’s accountability and openness, particularly with
members of Congress.

For example, earlier this year, Representative Helen Chenoweth wrote to NFWF asking
for information about the Foundation’s expenditures, including a copy of NFWF’s most recent
Form 990 and information on the salaries of NFWF personnel. NFWF Deputy Director Alex
Echols forwarded portions of NFWF’s 990 to Rep. Chenoweth, but maintained that “specific
individual salaries are confidential.” This is simply untrue.

As a 501(c )(3) organization, the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation is required to
submit a Form 990 to the Internal Revenue Service, and to make a copy of their Form 990
available for public inspection for any individual who wishes to see it. Among the information
that must be included on the 990 is a list of officers, directors, trustees, and key employees and
their salaries and benefits. However, that portion of NFWF’s 990 was not forwarded to Rep.
Chenoweth’s office.
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NFWEF’s Form 990 is public information that any individual can obtain either by making
arequest to the IRS or visiting NFWF’s office. Indeed, CEI obtained a copy of NFWF’s 990 for
the 1996 tax year, and it included the information that was withheld from Rep. Chenoweth. For
the Commiittee’s reference, I have reproduced the information as it appeared in NFWF’s most
recent 990 below:

Employee Title Salary Benefits
Amos S. Eno Executive Director/Secretary $156,000 $21,055
Alex Echols Deputy Director $90,375 $6,437
Ginette C. Ring Director of Finance & Admin. $70,000 $6,146

As someone who has worked for a 501(c )(3) organization for the past several years, I am
surprised that a taxpayer-funded non-profit would not provide this information to a member of
Congress on request and would even claim that such information is “confidential” when federal
law states otherwise. Indeed, I see no reason why any responsible and accountable non-profit
would not be willing to disclose such information upon request.

CONCLUSION

As noted at the beginning of this testimony, the real question that this Committee should
consider is whether or not NFWF should continue to receive financial support at taxpayer
expense. The issue is not whether or not NFWF should continue to operate; cutting off federal
appropriations would force NFWF to reorient some priorities but it would not close its doors.
Nor is the issue whether NFWF has ever promoted sound conservation, for it undoubtedly has.
These questions are separate from the question whether NFWF deserves taxpayer support.

My recommendation would be for Congress to follow the lead that was taken with the
National Endowment for the Arts and begin to phase out federal funding of NFWF over a period
of two to three years. This would provide NFWF with the opportunity to prepare itself for life
without federal appropriations and relieve federal taxpayers of yet another small, but significant,
claim on their hard-earned resources. In this day and age, there is simply no reason why NFWF,
and similar organizations, should continue to survive at taxpayer expense.

Barring a move to phase-out federal appropriations for NFWF, this Committee should
take additional steps to ensure that NFWF does not support controversial programs or political
advocacy. The provisions in H.R. 2376 are welcome, particularly the explicit limits on NFWF’s
activities in Section 5, but they do not go far enough. Put simply, NFWF should be barred from
giving money to any organization that does not agree to limit its own advocacy efforts to those
that would be permitted to NFWF itself under Section 5 of the bill. That is to say that recipients
of NFWF funds should forswear any efforts to influence federal legislation beyond that necessary
for the recipient organization to protect its immediate interests as an organization. If NFWF is as
devoted to enhancing conservation efforts as its supporters claim, such restrictions should not be
a hindrance to its work.

10
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The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation has a role to play in America’s continuing
conservation efforts. I simply believe that it should pursue this role without the support of
federal taxpayers. The sooner NFWF joins the ranks of truly private conservation organizations,
the more valuable its contribution to finding real and lasting solutions to current conservation
problems will be.

Thank you for your time and attention.

11
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U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

September 25, 1997

Good Moming, I am Lois Van Hoover I represent the Idaho Multiple Land Use Coalition and
board member of the Idaho Council on Industry and the Environment, the Independent Miners,
the Alliance of Independent Miners, and co-founder of Idaho Natural Resource Center.

I am here today to testify about the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Foundation Establishment Act
Amendments of 1997.
The foundation is a private 501(c)(3) organization created by Congress in 1984.

The purpose is to use federal funds to match non-federal funds to conserve fish, wildlife
and piants.

From 1986 through 1995, $44 million in federal tax dollars have been appropriated for on
the ground conservation efforts.

I reviewed a list of Idaho projects and found 48 Idaho projects during that time for a total
federal tax dollars of $2.6 million.

1. Well over half of the money - $1.7 million - went to 14 projects by federal agencies;

2. 7 projects and $101,570 were for projects by Idaho agencies;
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3. 4 projects were by state governments other than Idaho.

4. Idaho conservation groups had 8 projects totaling $235,000.

5. Out of state conservation groups had 22 projects worth $274,000 in federal tax dollars.

6. The National Fish & Wildlife Foundation granted itself $60,000 for two projects in
Idaho.

7. There was one industry-related group who received a grant of $1,500--the Nevada

Cattlemen’s Association.

On the national level, the list of projects totals 1,171 and includes such on-the -ground
conservation projects as more than $200,000 for 13 awards of 15,000 to 20,000 each to
individuals for “outstanding work on conservation efforts.” The awards went to 5 U.S. Fish &

Wildlife Service employees, 4 U.S. Forest Service employees, 1 BLM employee, 2 state
employees and 1 other person.

Under these grants, in 1992, Jack Ward Thomas received $15,151 for his leadership and
commitment to natural resource conservation.

According to the National Fish & Wildlife Foundation, the basic criteria for receiving a
grant are:

1. The proposed project must promote fish and wildlife conservation;

2. The proposed project must build consensus and act as a model for dealing with
difficult conservation issues elsewhere;

3. The project must leverage available federal funds;

4. The project must meet the technical standards of peer review.

As an individual, I would be hard-pressed to fit over $200,000 in bonuses to ten federal
employees including Jack Ward Thomas who was Chief of the U.S. Forest Service, 2 state
employees and 1 other person in any of the above criteria. I would not call that on-the-ground
critical conservation efforts.

In fact if you review the 1,171 grants from 1986 through 1995 you find:

1. $5.4 million spent on 159 grants to foreign countries;

2. 37% of the total number of grants are made to federal agencies such as the U.S.
Fish & Wildlife Service. Descriptions of these grants include:
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3. $25,000 to the Forest Service to support a cooperative effort among the Forest
Service, conservation organizations, and the timber industry to develop an
educational program on the wildlife benefits associated with dead and dying trees.

4. $20,000 to the Center for Children’s Environmental Literature to conduct
workshops in conjunction with the Smithsonian Environmental Research Center,
Roger Tory Peterson Institute and Zero Population Growth to train teachers to
integrate environmental studies into elementary and secondary school curricula.

5. $250,000 to the Atlanta Zoo Conservation Outreach to construct a discovery center
complex next to the zoo where U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service would have the
chance to engage thousands of visitors in hands-on environmental education
programs.

6. $15,000 to train BLM natural resource professionals in public speaking and
marketing skills to help them educate the public and legislator’s about BLM’s role
in conservation managment.

7. $40,000 to the Rainforest Alliance to train 30 Central American and 30 U.S.
journalists in environmental reporting and journalism in five Central American
countries.

8. $15,000 to host a one week education program in Costa Rica for staff of the U.S.
House and Senate congressional committees, federal agencies, and private
conservation groups on economic development and environmental concerns in
tropical countries.

9. $100,000 to the Sport Fishing Institute to craft a continuing communications
network for 1,100 national fishing clubs using videos and publications and to
create a database on the status of sport fisheries.

There are some troubling aspects to this Foundation. Many of the grants are made to
federal agencies to do projects that should be part of their existing work that is funded through
appropriations by Congress.

Is it really necessary to set up a non-project corporation, appropriate tax dollars and give
grants to the Forest Service or the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service to do their jobs.

How about the grant of $50,000 to the Nature Conservancy in South Dakota to develop a
Natural Heritage Inventory for the Black Hills that is “critical to the revision of . . .forest plan and
to coordinate multiple use resource decision making.” That sounds like something that is part of
the mission of our federal land management agencies.

Are these grants a way to get money to the agencies without the oversight of the
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appropriations process?

According to the Foundation all of its administrative money comes from private sources--
including companies engaged in mining, oil and gas development and other resource production
activities.

The highlights of the 1995 financial report shows 41$ of the administration money from
corporations, 22% from foundations, 20% from individuals.

Program revenue is broken down into 30.6% from federal tax dollars, 14.5% from
corporations, 14.2% from foundations and 11.6% from individuals.

If you run a company in oil and gas development or other resource production, are you
going to refuse to donate corporate funds when asked to do so by someone appointed by the
Secretary of Interior whose department may just have regulatory authority over your operations?

In light of these concerns, I certainly do not support any action to extending the

Foundation as addressed in these amendments. In fact, I would suggest the Foundation be
dissolved.

Respectfully submitted,

Lois Van Hoover



83

& North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission/<

512 N. Salisbury Strect, Raleigh, North Carolina 27604-1188, 919-733-3391
Charles R. Fullwood, Executive Director

September 10, 1997

Congressman Jim Saxton, Chairman

Subcommittee on Fisherics Conscrvation, Wildlife & Oceans
H!-805 O’Neal House Office Building

Washington, DC 20515

Dear Congressman Saxton:

2 request that the following be made part of the record concerning the reavthorization of the Nationat Fish and Wildlife
Moundation and the hearing held September 25, 1997,

This letter is offered in support of reauthorization of funding for the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation. The North
Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission considers the Foundation a valuable source of fanding to initiate programs that
otherwise might not be possible. The Foundation provides necessary financiat suppert to match the very limited state
funds available for nongame wifdlife conservation.

The Foundation provided funds for initiating our North Carolina Partners in Flight Program (NCPIF). This grant has
cnabled us to employ a NCPIF Coordinator to promote receeational birding and bird conservation in our State. Our
partacrship includes many other agencies, corporations, conservation organizations, and individuals in the conservation
of songbirds and in promotion of recreational birding. Our NCPIF Coordinator has trained many agency, corporate, and
private personnel in bird jdentification and monitoring. Some basic research into songbird biology and conservation has
been initiated as a result of the Foundation grant to Nurih Carolina.

We feel that the funds received through the Fish and Wildlilc Foundation have been and will continue to be multiplied
many times in their value to songbird conservation, recreational opportunity, and nature based tourism in North Carolina

Future grants could enable us to initiate additional programs to benefit wildlife and enhance its economic and acsthetic
value. We recommend that funding for the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation be reauthorized.

Sincerely,
e
@[ﬁ, Loy R ULl
Charles R. Fullwood

sc: Division of Wildlife Management
Pcter Stangel, National Fish & Wildlife Foundation
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105tH CONGRESS )
2= H,R. 2376

To reauthorize and amend the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation
Establishment Act.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

AvUGUST 1, 1997

Mr. SaxToN (for himself and Mr. ABERCROMBIE) introduced the following
bill; which was referred to the Committee on Resources

A BILL

To reauthorize and amend the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation Establishment Act.

[y

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; AMENDMENT REFERENCES.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as the
“National Fish and Wildlife Foundation Establishment
Aet Amendments of 1997”.

(b) AMENDMENT OF NATIONAL F1SH AND WILDLIFE

FOUNDATION ESTABLISHMENT ACT.—Except as other-

L 00 N &N W A WS

wise expressly provided, whenever in this Act an amend-

J
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ment or repeal is expressed in terms of an amendment
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2
to, or repeal of, a section or other provision, the reference
shall be considered to be made to a section or other provi-
sion of the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation Estab-
lishment Act (16 U.S.C. 3701 et seq.).
SEC. 2. MEMBERSHIP OF BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE
FOUNDATION.
(a) AMENDMENTS.—Section 3 (16 U.S.C. 3702) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1),
by striking “(15)” and inserting “22”;

(B) in paragraph (1), by striking “six”
and inserting “four”, and by striking “and”
after the semicolon at the end;

(C) in paragraph (2) by striking the period
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and”;

(D) by inserting after paragraph (2) the
following:

“(3) four of whom must be knowledgeable and
experienced in ocean and coastal resource conserva-
tion.”’; and

(E) in the material following paragraph (3)
(as so added), by striking “shall be” inserting
“and the Administrator of the National Marine
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Fisheries Service in the Department of Com-

meree shall each be”’; and

(2) by amending subsection (b) to read as fol-
lows:

“(b) APPOINTMENT AND TERMS.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the Inte-
rior (in this Act referred to as the “Secretary’’) shall
appoint the Directors of the Board, after considering
recommendations from the Board under paragraph
(4). The Secretary of the Interior shall consult with
the Under Secretary of Commerce for Oceans and
Atmosphere before appointing any Director of the
Board.

“(2) TERMS.—The Directors shall be appointed
for terms of 6 years; except that the Secretary, in
making the initial appointments to the Board, shall
appoint 3 Directors to a term of 2 years, 2 Directors
to a term of 4 years, and 2 Directors to a term of
6 years. No individual may serve more than 2 con-
secutive full terms as a Director.

“(8) VACANCIES.—A vacancy on the Board
shall be filled within 60 days after the occurrence of
the vacancy. Any individual appointed to fill a va-

cancy oceurring prior to the expiration of any term
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4
of office shall be appointed for the remainder of that

term.

‘(4) NOMINATION OF APPOINTEES.—The
Board may recommend to the Secretary individuals
to be appointed as Directors of the Board.

(b) APPLICATION.—The amendments made by sub-

section (a) shall apply to any appointment of a Director
of the Board of the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

on or after the date of the enactment of this Act.

(¢) APPOINTMENT OF ADDITIONAL MEMBERS.—

(1) NOMINATIONS.—The Board of Directors on
the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation shall
submit any recommendations of individuals for ap-
pointment to positions on the Board ereated by the
amendment made by subsection (a)(1) by not later
than 60 days after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

(2) STAGGERED TERMS.—Of the Directors on
the Board of Directors of the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation first appointed pursuant to the
amendment made by subsection (a)(1)—

(A) 3 shall be appointed to a term that ex-

pires December 31, 1999;

(B) 2 shall be appointed to a term that ex-
pires December 31, 2001; and
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5
" (C) 2 shall be appointed to a term that ex-

pires December 31, 2003,
as specified by the Secretary of the Interior at the

time of appointment.

SEC. 3. RIGHTS AND OBLIGATIONS OF THE FOUNDATION.

(a) INVESTMENT AND DEPOSIT OF FEDERAL

Funps.—Seection 4(e) (16 U.S.C. 3703(c)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (3) through
(7) in order as paragraphs (8) through (12); and

(2) by inserting after paragraph (2) the follow-
ing:

“(3) to invest any funds provided to the Foun-
dation by the Federal Government in obligations of
the United States or in obligations or securities that
are guaranteed or insured by the United States;

“(4) to deposit any funds provided to the Foun-
dation by the Federal Government into accounts
that are insured by an agency or instrumentality of
the United States;

“(5) to make use of any interest or investment
income that accrues as a consequence of actions
taken under paragraph (3) or (4) to carry out the
purposes of the Foundation;

“(6) to provide Federal funds for the purpose

of entering into cooperative agreements with willing
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private landowners for restoration and enhancement
of fish, wildlife, and other natural resources on pub-
lic or private land, or both, if such cooperative
agreements—
“(A) provide general conservation benefits;
or
“(B) benefit fish, wildlife, or other natural
resources on public land;
“(7) to acecept and manage funds provided by
any Federal agency under any other law when it is
in the public interest;”.

(b) AGENCY APPROVAL OF ACQUISITIONS OF PROP-

ERTY.—Section 4(e) (16 U.S.C. 3703(e)) is amended—

(1) by amending paragraph (1)(B) to read as
follows:

“(B) the Foundation notifies the Federal agen-
cy that administers the program under which the
funds were provided of the proposed acquisition, and
the agency fails to object in writing to the proposed
acquisition within 60 days after the date of that no-
tification.”; and

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking “the Director”
and inserting “the head of the Federal ageney that
administers the program under which the funds were

provided”.
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(¢) REPEAL.—Section 304 of Public Law 102-440

(16 U.S.C. 3703 note) is repealed.

(d) AGENCY APPROVAL OF CONVEYANCES AND
GRANTS.—Section 4(e)(3)(B) (i) (16 U.8.C.
3703(e)(3)(B)(ii)) is amended to read as follows:

“(ii) the Foundation notifies the Federal agency
that administers the Federal program under which
the funds were provided of the proposed conveyance
or provision of Federal funds, and the head of the
agency fails to object in writing to such proposed
conveyance or provision of Federal funds within 60
days after the date of that notification.”.

(e) RECONVEYANCE OF REAL PROPERTY.—Section
4(e)(5) (16 U.S.C. 3703(e)(5)) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“(5) The Foundation shall eonvey at not less than
fair market value any real property acquired by it in whole
or in part with Federal funds if the Foundation notifies
the Federal agency that administers the Federal program
under which the funds were provided, and the agency fails
to disagree within 60 days after the date of that notifica-
tion, that—

“(A) the property is no longer valuable for the
purposes of fish and wildlife conservation or man-

agement; and
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“(B) the purposes of the Foundation would be

better served by the use of the proceeds of the con-

veyance for authorized activities of the Founda-

tion.”.

(f) TERMINATION OF CONDEMNATION LIMITATION;
EXPENDITURES FOR PRINTING OR CApITAL EQUIP-
MENT.—Section 4(d) (16 U.S.C. 3703(d)) is amended to
read as follows:

“(d) EXPENDITURES FOR PRINTING OR CAPITAL
EQUIPMENT.—The Foundation may not make an expendi-
ture of Federal funds for printing or capital equipment
that is greater than $10,000 unless the expenditure is ap-
proved by the Federal agency that administers the Federal
program under which the funds were provided.”.

SEC. 4. MATCHING REQUIREMENT.

Section 10(b)(1) (16 U.S.C. 3709(b}(1)) is amended
by striking ‘“matching, in whole or in part,” and inserting
“matching, on a one-to-one basis,”.

SEC. 5. RESTRICTIONS ON USE OF FEDERAL FUNDS.

Section 10(b) (16 U.S.C. 3709(b)) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

“(3) No Federal funds authorized under this section
and provided as a grant under this Act shall be used by

the grantee for expenses related to litigation.
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“(4)(A) No Federal funds anthorized under this sec-

tion and provided as a grant under this Act shall be used
by the grantee for any activity the purpose of which is
to influence legislation pending before the Congress.

“(B) This paragraph shall not be considered to pro-
hibit. officers or employees of the Foundation from com-
municating to Members or staff of Congress requests for
legislation that they consider necessary for the efficient
conduet of the business of the Foundation or that relates
to the authority of the Foundation, appropriations for use
by the Foundation, or use of Federal funds by the Foun-
dation.”.

SEC. 8. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 10(a) (16 U.S.C.
3709(a)) is amended to read as follows:

‘“(a) AUTHORIZATION.—There are authorized to be
appropriated to the Secretary of the Interior and the Sec-
retary of Commerce, in the aggregate, $25,000,000 for
each of fiscal years 1999, 2000, and 2001.”.

(b) REPEAL.—Section 10(c) (16 U.S.C. 3709(c)) is

repealed.
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DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENT
Required by House Rule XI, clause 2(g)

1. Name:
Amos S. Eno

2. Business Address:
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

1120 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 900 4 Fundy Road
Washington, DC 20036 Falmouth, ME 04105
3. Business Telephone:

Washington: 202-857-0166 Maine: 207-828-1159

4. Organization you are representing:
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

5. Any training or educational certificates, diplomas or degrees which add to your
qualifications to testify on or knowledge of the subject matter of the hearing:

1977 M.A., Natural Resources, Comell University
1972 B.A,, Princeton University

6. Any professional licenses or certifications held which add to your qualifications to testify
on knowledge of the subject matter of the hearing:
None

7. Any employment, occupation, ownership in a firm or business, or work-related
experiences which relate to your qualifications to testify on or knowledge of the subject
matter of the hearing:

1991-Present Executive Director, National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, Washington, D.C.

1986-1991 Director of Conservation Programs, National Fish and Wildlife Foundation,
Washington, D.C.

1982-1986  Director, Wildlife Programs; Project Director, AUDUBON WILDLIFE REPORT,
National Audubon Society, Washington, D.C.

1981-1982  Assistant Director, Department of Wildlife Affairs, National Audubon Society,

1
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Washington, D.C.

1980-1981  Program Analyst, Office of Endangered Species, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,

Department of the Interior, Washington, D.C.

1978-1979  Special Assistant to Chief, Office of Endangered Species, U.S. Fish and Wildlife

Service, Department of the Interior, Washington, D.C.

1974-1976  Administrative Assistant to Nathaniel P. Reed, Assistant Secretary, Fish, Wildlife

10.

and Parks Department of Interior, Washington, D.C.

Any offices, elected positions, or representational capacity held in the organization on
whose behalf you are testifying:

Executive Director, National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

Any Federal grants or contracts (including subgrants or subcontracts) which you have
received since October 1, 1994, from the Department of the Interior, Department of
Commerce, or Department of Agriculture, the source, and the amount of each grant or
contract:

None

Any Federal grants or contracts (including subgrants or subcontracts) which were
received since October 1, 1994, from the Department of the Interior, Department of
Commerce, or Department of Agriculture by the organization(s) which you represent at
this hearing, including the source and amount of each grant or contract:

Please see attached

Any other information you wish to convey to the Committee which might aid the
members of the Committee to better understand the context of your testimony:

None
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il Department of Commerce - NOAA Fundsjes
PROJECT LIST w/ FUNDING DISTRIBUTION
OUTSIDE NFWF NFWF MISC.
PROJECT/ CHALL. FED. INTEREST FED.
GRANTEE PROJ. # GRANT FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS
Atlantic Salmon Recovery in Downeast ME 96-028 $150,000 100,000 25,000 [+ 25,000
SHARE.
California Salmon Projects 97-110 2,630,000 1,500,000 1,130,000 1] 4]
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation
Coral Reef Assessment in Western Pacific 97-083 330,020 0 30.020 [ 0
Dr. Alison Green
Mid-Coast Salmon Restoration Project 96078 $300.000 200,000 100,000 [} 0
Oregon Wildlife Heritage Foundation
NC Bluefin Tuna Economic Assessment 97-075 $50,000 25,000 25,000 ] 0
American Sportfishing Association
NOAA Fisheries Program 97-115 2,234,000 1,117,000 1,117,000 0 0
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation
Nonindigenous Aquatic Species Research 97-156 $220,000 110,000 110,000 0 0
National Oceanic and Armospheric Association
Northwest Straights Facilitation Project 97-220 $15,500 0 0 0 19,500
Daniel Evans, Contractor
x i i Monitoring 96-094 1,300,000 700,000 100,000 o 500,000
Scientific Environmental Research Foundation
i i Monitoring-1I ~ 97-106 $500,000 400,000 100,000 0 0
Scientific Environmenial Research Foundation
$an Juan [slands (WA) Marine Refuges 97-105 $63,100 43,100 20,000 0 0
San Juan Nature Institute
Scholarships for Sea Turtle Scientists 97-146 $3,687 1,844 1,843 0 0
Texas A & M Research Foundation
White Sea Bass Enhancement Hatchery 96-031 $225,000 150,000 50.000 4] 25,000
Hubbs-Sea World Research Insritute
GRAND TOTALS: 13 projects $7.725,307 $4,346,544 52808863 SO 5569500 |

Page: |
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79T Department of Agriculture — Forest Service Fundsfed
PROJECT LIST w/ FUNDING DISTRIBUTION
OUTSIDE ~ NFWF  NFWF  MISC.

PROJECT/ CHALL. FED. INTEREST FED.

GRANTEE PROJ. # GRANT FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS

Answering the Call 95074 $900,000 600,000 300,000 0 [
Quail Unlimited, Inc.

Answering the Call-II 96067 $600,000 400,000 200,000 0 ]
Quail Unlimited

Apache-Sitgreaves (AZ) Bat Inventory 97-230 319,500 9,750 9,750 0 [}
Arizona Game and Fish Department

Big Lost River (ID) Sage Grouse [nventory 97-177 $9,500 5,500 4,000 ] [
USDA-Forest Service

Black Keutle Small Watershed Echancement  97-239 $20,500 13,500 7,000 ] ]
USDA-Forest Service

Blackfoot River (MT) Restoration-11 96-032 $192,000 128,000 64,000 0 0
Trout Unlimited- Blackfoor Chapter

Bring Back the Native Fisheries-IV 95-063 1,498,040 948,040 550,000 0 ]
Bureau of Land Management & USDA-Forest Service

Bring Back the Natives-V 96-092 2,166,651 1,571,578 589,073 0 ¢
Bureau of Land Management & USDA-Forest Service

Bring Back the Natives-VI 97-108 4,752,159 3,386,889 1,365,270 0 [}
USDA-Forest Service & Bureau of Land Management

Buffalo Gap National Grassland (SD) Dam 97-240 $72,000 48,000 24,000 0 o
USDA-Forest Service, Nebraska NF

Cataract Lake (CO) Wildlife Education 97-245 $8,000 4,000 4,000 0 0
USDA-Forest Service

Copper River Delta (AK) Mapping 97-258 $76,000 38,000 38,000 0 Q
USDA-Forest Service

DeChambeau Ponds (CA) Restoration 97-186 $212,000 106,000 106,000 o o
USDA-Forest Service

Duichman's Peak (OR) Raptor Monitoring 97-252 $6,360 3,180 3,180 o 0
USDA-Forest Service

Effects of Fire/Grazing on Bird Population 97-251 $16,000 8,000 8,000 0 0
USDA-Forest Service

Elk City Road/Forage Improvement 97-175 $6.600 3,300 3,300 [ 0
USDA-Forest Service, Nez Perce NF

Elk Habitat Restoration 97067 $100,000 50,000 50,000 0 0
Rocky Mountain Elk Foundarion

Forest Service Ecosystem Initiative 95070 $540,000 290,000 250,000 0 0
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

Fragmentation in Pacific NW Forests 97-126 $222,400 148,300 74,100 0 0
Sustainable Ecosystems Institute

Francis Marion (SC) Amphibian Diversity 97-231 $105,500 80,500 25,000 0 0
University of Charleston

Fremont (OR) Riparian Restoration 97-200 $3,000 1,500 1,500 0 [
USDA-Forest Service, Fremons NF

Goshawk Monitoring in Nevada 97-253 $16,420 10,420 6,000 [} 0
USDA-Forest Service

Greater Yellowstone Amphibian Monitoring ~ 97-233 $55,500 35,500 20.000 o [}
Idaho State University

Habitats: From Backyard to Quiback 96-024 $297,000 200.000 97.000 0 o
National Geographic Society

High Plains Partnership 97-154 $415.653 315,653 100,000 0 0
Western Governors’ Association

Humboldi-Toiyabe (NV) Spotted Frog 97-174 $9,400 4,700 4,700 0 0

USDA-Forest Service

Page: |
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OUTSIDE NFWF

PROJECT/ CHALL. FED.

GRANTEE PROJ. # GRANT FUNDS FUNDS

Idaho Panhandle Bats 97-176 $10,000 5,000 5,000 0 0
USDA-Forest Service

Idaho Songbirds and Habitat Modification 97-201 $18,670 9.670 9,000 1] Q
USDA-Forest Service

Jakes Habitat Improvement Program 96-231 $150,000 100,000 50,000 0 [}
National Wild Turkey Federation

Lake Hemet Waichable Wildlife Project 97-193 $25,000 15,000 10,000 0 a
USDA-Forest Service

Lincoln (NM) Habitat Improvement 97-236 $35,050 23,150 11,900 4] 0
USDA-Forest Service

Long Bayou (MS) Wetlands Enhancement 97-242 $80,000 40,000 40,000 0 0
USDA-Forest Service

Longleaf Pine Ecosystem Management-II 96-116 $81,840 56,840 25,000 ] 0
Tali Timbers Research, Inc.

MAPS Evaluation and Outreach 95-185 $98,400 65,600 32,800 0 4]
Institute for Bird Populations

Malpai Borderlands Conscrvation-11 97-152 $300,000 200,000 100,000 [} 0
Malpai Borderlands Group

Marietta (OH) Habitat Improvement 97-173 $7.000 4,000 3,000 0 [
USDA-Foresi Service, Wayne NF

Marshall Meadow (CA) Project 97-249 $7.000 3,500 3,500 [ 0
USDA-Forest Service, Sierra NF

Maury Mountains (OR) Aspen Management  97-171 $11,000 7.000 4,000 0 0
USDA-Forest Service, Wallowa-Whitman NF

Measuring Effectiveness 97-243 $5,300 2,650 2,650 [ 0
USDA-Forest Service

Mesa Marsh (1D} Enhancement 97-238 $63,500 38,500 25,000 0 0
USDA-Forest Service

Mexican Spoited Owl in Colorado 97-199 $8,000 4,000 4,000 0 0
Bureau of Land Management, Canon City Disirict

National Bighorn Sheep Information Kiosk 97-194 $2,181 1,181 1,000 o ]
USDA-Forest Service, Shosone National Forest

Native Plant Conservation Initiative 95-078 $249,576 149,650 99,926 0 0
Bureau of Land Management

Native Plant Conservation Initiative-I1 96-066 $625,000 400,000 225,000 o 0
National Park Service

Native Plant Conservation Initiative-11I 97073 $768,225 478,800 289,425 0 0
Federal Native Plant Conservation Committee

North American Bat Conservation 97-143 $175,000 125,000 50,000 ] 0
Baz Conservation International

Northern Region Landbird Monitoring 97-248 520,000 10,000 10,000 o 0
USDA-Forest Service

Oakwood Bottoms (IL) Restoration 96-071 $100,000 50,000 50,000 0 0
Ducks Unlimited, Inc.

Ochoco (OR) "Green Dot® Program 97-172 $9,450 7.150 2,300 o 0
USDA-Forest Service

Okanogan (WA) Forest Carnivore Su.vey 97-170 $10,700 5,350 5,350 0 [
USDA-Forest Service

Padrick Ridge (ID) Prescription Burn 97-226 $10,000 5.000 5,000 0 0
USDA-Forest Service. Salmon NF

Partners in Flight Outreach Materials 96-226 $132,575 79,000 6,400 0 47.175
National Fish and Wildlife Foundarion

Pavant Habitat Enhancement 97-181 55,850 3,750 2,100 ] [
USDA-Forest Service

Pipeline Plantings for Wildlife (LA) 97-232 $12,200 6,100 6.100 [} ¢
USDA-Forest Service, Kisaichie NF - N

Page: 2
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PROJECT/ CHALL. FED. INTEREST FED.

GRANTEE PROJ. # GRANT FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS

Plane River Basin Recovery Fund 95-189 $404,000 0 0 404,000
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Portuguese Creek (CA) Deflector 97-246 $4,000 2,000 2,000 [1]
USDA-Forest Service, Sierra National Forest

Pulling Together: Managing Invasives 97-155 1,272,614 786,614 486,000 0
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

Restore Our Southern Rivers-11 95-067 $225,000 135,000 90,000 0
USDA- Forest Service

Restore Our Southern Rivers-[I1 96-093 $253,900 155,900 98,000 0
USDA-Forest Service

Restore Our Southern Rivers-IV 97-111 $375.000 225,000 100,000 50,000
Tennessee Valley Authority & USDA-Forest Service

Rocky Mountain (UT) Sheep Habitat 97-229 $61,900 45,000 16,900 ]
USDA-Forest Service, Ashley NF

San Bernardino (CA) Children's Forest 94-221 $61,451 41,338 20,113 ]
San ino National Forest iati

San Juan (CO) Habitat Couflict Resolution 97-235 $22,000 15,000 7,000 0
USDA-Forest Service

Sandy River (OR) Delta Restoration 91-241 $36.,000 18,000 18,000 0
USDA-Forest Service

Seeking Common Ground Coordinator 97-149 $59,500 32,000 27,500 0
Seeking Common Ground Steering Committee

Seeking Common Ground Demoastrations-IV  96-130 $248,875 157,375 91,500 0
USDA-Forest Service & Bureau of Land Management

Seeking Common Ground Demonstrations-V  97-206 $452,586 278,286 174,300 0
Seeking Common Ground Steering Committee

Shortgrass Prairie Parters 96-104 $195,000 130,000 65,000 1]
Colorado Bird Observatory

Sierra Nevada Avian Communities 97-250 $48,500 33,500 15,000 0
USDA-Forest Service

Six Rivers (CA) Breeding Bird Atlas 97-247 $16,890 10,390 6,500 0
USDA-Forest Service, Six Rivers NF

Spotted Frog in Nevada 96-117 $62,800 50,800 12,000 0
USDA-Forest Service, Humboldt-Toiyabe NF

tream Aquarium 97-198 $5,100 2,600 2,500 0

USDA-Forest Service, Lassen NF

Stream Restoration Training Project 96-080 $150,000 100,000 50,000 ]
National Association of Service & Conservation Corps

Swainson's Hawk Conservation in Argentina ~ 95-184 $47,000 32,000 15,000 0
USDA-Forest Service, Klamath NF (CA)

Tanagers and Forest Fragments-111 95036 $111,000 74,000 37,000 [}
Cornell University

Tarryall (CO) Bighorn Sheep Habitat 9724 $75.500 49,500 26,000 0
USDA-Forest Service, Pike and San Isabel NF

Tsalila: A Watershed Experience 97-197 $96.911 69,911 27,000 0
Reedsport School District

Turner Mountain (MT) Prescribed Burn 97-227 $4.980 2,480 2,500 4]
USDA-Forest Service

Upland Habitat Partnership-11 97070 $735,000 490,000 245,000 0
Quail Unlimited, Inc.

Upper Salmon River (ID) Prescribed Burn 97-178 $20,000 10,000 10,000 0
USDA-Forest Service

WOW Conservation Education 97-244 $75.000 50.000 25.000 [1]
Rocky Mownain Elk Foundation

Walkinshaw Wetlands (MI) Restoration 97-133 $150,000 75,000 75,000 0

USDA-Forest Service, Huron-Manissee NF
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OUTSIDE  NFWF__ NFWF____ MISC.
PROJECT/ CHALL. FED. INTEREST FED.
GRANTEE PROJ. ¥ GRANT FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS
Western Raptor Monitoring and Education 97-254 $57.840 33,840 24,000 o [
HawkWatch International Inc.
Grouse Chall i 96-118 $117,000 78,000 39.000 0 [}
Ruffed Grouse Society
Grouse Chall 1 97-148 $120.900 80,900 40,000 [ 0
Ruffed Grouse Society
LGRAND TOTALS: 85 projects $20,907,947 $13,576,635 $6.830.137 $0 $501,175
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PROJECT LIST w/ FUNDING DISTRIBUTION

OUTSIDE ~ NFWF  NFWF  MISC.

PROJECT/ CHALL. FED. INTEREST FED.

GRANTEE PROJ.# GRANT  FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS

Algodone Dune Watchable Wildlife 96-217 $7.600 3,800 3,800 0 0
Bureau of Land Management, California Desert District

Answering the Call 95-074 $900,000 600,000 300,000 0 o
Quail Unlimited, Inc.

Answering the Call-1I 96-067 $600,000 400,000 200,000 0 0
Quail Unlimited

Antelope Spring Bat Cave (UT) Gate 96-207 52,000 1,000 1,000 0 0
Bureau of Land Management, Richfield District

Bats in Inactive Mines (CO) 97-160 $50,000 25,000 25,000 0 0
Bureax of Land Management

Big Bear (MT) Wetlands 97-164 $44,000 22,000 22,000 0 0
Bureau of Land Management, Lewistown District

Big Lost River (ID) Sage Grouse Inventory 97177 39,500 5,500 4,000 ] 0
USDA-Forest Service

Blanca Wetlands (CO) Restoration 96-204 $40,000 20,000 20,000 0 0
Bureau of Land Management, Canon City District

Bring Back the Native Fisheries-IV 95-063 1,498,040 948,040 550,000 0 0
Bureau of Land Management & USDA-Forest Service

Bring Back the Natives-V 96092 2,166,651 1,577,578 589,073 0 [}
Bureau of Land Management & USDA-Forest Service

Bring Back the Natives-V1 97-108 4,752,159 3,386,889 1,365,270 0 0
USDA-Forest Service & Bureau of Land Management

Bully Creek (OR) Watershed Plan 95-187 $20,000 10,000 10,000 0 0
Bully Creek Watershed Coalirion

CCC Ponds (WY) Restoration 96-202 $20,000 10,000 10,000 0 0
Bureau of Land Management, Rock Springs District

California Salmon Proj 97-110 2,630,000 1,500,000 1,130,000 0 0
National Fish and Wikdlife Foundation ¢

Carrizo Plain Burrowing Owl Project 97-203 $26.000 13,000 13,000 0 g
Bureax of Land Management, Bakersfield District

Cinder Pit Browse Prescribed Burn 96-214 57,000 3,500 3,500 L] [}
Bureau of Land Management, Susanville District

Conservation of Bats and Mines 97-144 368,199 43,300 24,899 L] L]
Bureau of Land Management, Yuma and CA Desert Disiricts

Cowbird Parasitism & Cattle Grazing in NM ~ 97-118 $97,200 72,900 24,300 o 0
University of Wisconsin

Crickett Wildlife Water Developments (UT) 96215 $1.895 1,000 895 0 4]
Bureau of Land Management, Richfield District

Crooked Creek (WY) Pipeline Extension 96-208 $40,000 20.000 20,000 ] ]
Bureau of Land Management, Worland District

Dove Spring Riparian Exclosure (CA) 97-255 $t4,797 8,361 6,436 ] ]
Bureau of Land Managemen:, California Desert District

Education and Community Outreach Project ~ 97-192 $17,350 8,675 8,675 0 0
Applegate River Watershed Council

Face 1o Face With Wildlife 97-195 $178,822 163,822 15,000 0 0
Colorado Division of Wildlife

Farming for Wildlife 97-190 $126.000 69,000 57,000 [} 0
Bureax of Land Management, Bakersfield District

Ferruginous Hawks in New Mexico 97-205 $12,780 7.830 4,950 0 0
Hawks Aloft, Inc.

Goodwin Canyon (AZ) Watershed Project 97-185 $15,500 9,500 6,000 0 0
Arizona Game and Fish Department
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OUTSIDE NFWF NFWF MISC:

PROJECT/ CHALL. FED. INTEREST FED.

GRANTEE PROJ. # GRANT FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS

Greater Yellowsione Amphibian Monitoring ~ 97-233 $55,500 35,500 20,000 4 Q
idoho State University

Habitats: From Backyard to Quiback 96-021 $297.000 206,000 97,000 i o
National Geographic Society

High Pains Partnership ¥7-154 3415653 315,653 100.000 0o o
Western Governors' Association

Mahe Pashandle Bats 97176 310,000 5,000 5.000 o @
USDA-Forest Service

Invemtory of Category 2 Bat Species (CA) $7-161 §25,858 12,929 12,929 0 ]
Bureau of Land Managemen, Ulkiah and Susanville Districts

Kelly Dam Wetland (AZ) Restoration 96-205 $20,000 10,000 10,000 it [
Bureau of Land Managemeni, Arizana Strip District

Lightening Ridge Big Game Resceding 97-179 333,888 17,944 15,544 o k]
Bureau of Lard Managemen:, Worland District

Locke's Pond (NV) Pipeline 97-188 $65,000 39,000 30,000 o [
Bureau of Land Management, Bartie Mountain Districs

Loggerhead Shrike and Black Tem Smdy 97202 $7,200 4,000 3,200 o 9
Montana Deparimen: of Fish, Wildlife and Parks

MAPS Evaluation and Outreach 93185 $98,400 65,600 32.800 0 0
Instituee for Bird Populations

Maipai Borderlands Conservation 95077 $380,000 304,000 76.000 [ &
Malpai Borderlards Group

Malpai Borderiands Conservation-il 97-152 5300,000 200,000 100,003 0 0
Malpai Borderiards Group

Moxa Arch Vegetation Treatment 97-180 517,000 10,000 7,000 ¢ [
Bureau of Land Managemers, Rock Springs Districr

NW Colarade Black-Footed Ferret Program  $7-182 $111,000 71,000 40,000 0 e
Bureau of Land Management, Craig District

Native Plant Conservation Initiative 95-078 $249,576 149,650 99,926 13 1)
Bureau of Land Management

Native Plant Conservatior Initiative-11 96-066 $625,000 400,000 225,000 8 e
National Park Service

Native Plant Conservation Initiative-TI 97073 3768,225 78.800 289.425 0 4]
Federal Native Plant Conservarion Commitiee

New Generation of Environmental Stewards 97095 §103,000 70,000 35,000 o o
Adopt-A-Wazershed

North American Bat Conservation 97-143 $175,000 125,000 50,000 0 0
Bt Conservation imiernationai

Northwest Izzenhood Seeding (NV) 96-211 $50,000 25.000 25.000 o [
Burean of Land Management, Elko District

Panguitich {UT) Habitat Improvement 96-213 $20.000 10,000 10.000 2 8
Bureau of Land Managemenu, Cedar City District

Partners in Flight West Mexico Meeting %-076 $8.400 4,200 4,200 [ [
Colorado Bird Observatory

Pavant Habitat Enhancement 97-181 $5.850 3,750 .10 o ]
USDA-Forest Service

Peregrine Falcons in Montana 91-204 $13.500 10,000 3,500 ¢ 0
Montana Deparmment of Fish, Wildlife and Parks

Pluth Ranch (CA) Wildlife Reservoir 97-183 $20,000 10,000 16,000 i [
Bureau of Land Managemens, Ukich District

Poner Burte (WY) Pipelinc/Fence Project 96-209 $40.930 32.660 8.270 0 0
Bureau of Land Management, Worland Districe

Project WET Newworking Initiaive-1 95177 $200.000 125,000 75,000 o [
Western Regional Envirommenial Education Council

Pronghorn Guzziers #1-5 (NV} 9%-210 45,900 27,500 22.000 o )

Burenu of Land Managemers, Elko District
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OUTSIDE NFWF NFWF MISC.

PROJECT/ CHALL. FED. INTEREST FED.

GRANTEE PROJ. # GRANT FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS

Pulling Together: Managing Invasives 97-155 1,272,614 786,614 486,000 [} 0
National Fish and Wildlife Foundarion

Riverwood Wetlands (ID) Echancement 96-203 $20,000 15,000 5,000 0 o
Bureau of Land Managemen:. Shoshone District

Riverwood Wetlands (ID) Enhancement-i1 97-191 $70,000 35,000 35,000 0 0
Bureau of Land Managemens, Shoshone District

San Francisco River Fencing (AZ) 97-256 $80,000 40,000 40,000 0 0
Bureau of Land Managemery, Safford District

Saskview Wetlands (MT) Retention Dam 97-189 $95,000 55,000 40,000 [} 0
Bureau of Land Managemeru, Lewistown District

Seeking Common Ground Coordinator 97-149 $59,500 32,000 27,500 0 [}
Seeking Common Ground Steering Commirtee

Seeking Common Ground Demonstrations-III  95-094 $80,000 45,000 35,000 0 0
USDA-Forest Service & Bureau of Land Management

Sonoran Desert Community Assessment 97-184 $16,600 10,600 6,000 [ 0
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Susan River Canyon Natural History Guide 97-196 $60,000 35,000 25,000 o 0
Bureau of Land Managemens, Susanville District

Toll Mountain (MT) Habitat Project 97-158 $10,000 5,000 5,000 0 0
Bureau of Land Management, Burte District

Upland Habitat Parmership-11 97070 $735,000 490,000 245,000 0 0
Quail Unlimited, Inc.

Utah Bat Vocal Signarures Catalog 97-066 $20.000 10,000 10,000 0 0
Bureau of Land Managemen:, Cedar City & Richfield Districts

Utah Prairie Dog HCP 96-216 $50.000 25,000 25,000 1] 0
Bureau of Land Management, Cedar City District

Wild Turkey Riparian Protection Fence 97-257 316,800 10,000 6,800 0 [¢]
Bureau of Land Management, Mile City District

Wildlife Water Development No. 540 96-212 $19,000 9,500 9,500 0 0
Bureau of Land Managemens, Yuma District

Wood River (OR) Wetland Restoration-II 97-159 $50,000 25,000 25,000 0 0
Bureau of Land Managemens

GRAND TOTALS: 70 projects 520,171,887 $13321,995 $6,849,892 50 50
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$INT Deparcment of Interior - U.§. Fish § Wildlife Service Furdsged
PROJECT LIST w/ FUNDING DISTRIBUTION
OUTSIDE ~ NFWF  NFWF  MISC.

PROJECT/ CHALL. FED. INTEREST FED.

GRANTEE PROJ. 7 GRANY FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS

Abrams Creek/Chilhowee Reserve Acquisition 95-073 $450,000 300,000 150,000 0 0
Foothills Land Conservancy

Acomita Lake (NM) Restoration Project %7019 $195.000 130,008 65,000 a8 g
Tree New Mexico

Adi Private L [of i 96-110 $35,000 25,000 10,000 o ]

ki Nature Conser di) Land Trust

Adopt-A-Wettand 95-002 SI,000 8,500 8.500 g 0
Texas A&M University

Anahuac/Aransas (TX) Wetlands Project 95-159 $12,000 6,000 6,000 0 14
Houston Sierra Club

Andersor Tract (TX) Habitat Acquisition-1} 95-079 $971,000 900,000 71,000 1] 0
Texas Parks and Wildlife Fourdation

Answeriag the Call 95074 $900,000 £00,000 300,000 9 i
Quail Unlimized, Inc.

Answering the Call-ll 96-067 $600,000 400,000 200,000 1] 0
Quail Unlimited

Aquatic Monitoring for NW Forests-I 95-208 375,000 30,000 25,000 i ¢
Xerces Sociery

Aguatic Monitoring for NW Forests-IT 97-062 $75,000 50,000 25,000 0 0
Xerces Society

Atlantic Salmon Recovery in Downeast ME  96-028 $150,000 100,000 25.000 e 25,000
SHARE. .

Aunwater's Prairie Chicken Recovery 96-121 $120,000 80,000 40,000 0 0
FParks and Wiidlife Foundarion of Texas

Avian Abundance in ID Industrial Forest-It 96-102 599,000 66,500 32,500 ¢ [
Sustainable Ecosystems Institute

Avian Abundance in ID Indusuial Forests-i 95-122 $78.000 52,000 26,000 g [+
Sustainable Evosystems Instinue

Avian Diversity in Yellowstone 95024 396,000 64,000 32,000 0 ¢
Montana State University

BIODIVERSITY: Wild About Life! 96-018 $255.000 106,000 50,000 ] 105,000
U.3. Fish and Wildiife Service

BMPs for Wildlife Manual 95-040 $75,000 50,000 25,000 ] [
Alabama Wililife Federation

Back Bay NWR (VA) Dike Repaic 97.05¢ $110,000 60,000 50,000 [} @
U8, Fish and Wildlife Service

Backyard Conservation Program 91218 $21.800 14,500 7.300 9 0
Narional Association of Conservation Districts

Baraboo River (W) Fish Passage 97026 $106.000 73,000 33,000 [ [
River Alliance of Wisconsin

BeaMoc (MY} Watershed Restoration 11 96-095 5180,000 120,000 60,000 g [
Trow Uniimired

Beaver Restoration for Wetlands (WY) 96-059 $75,000 50,000 25,000 [} 0
Wyoming Cooperative Fish & Wildlife Unit

Belt Woods (MDD} Preservation 96-041 3300,000 250,000 50000 a ¢
Western Shore Conservancy

Beluga Whales in the High Arctic 96-134 $352,268 292,100 1] 0,168 L]
Mystic Marinelife Aquarium

Big Bog (ME) Restoration 97276 $250.000 200,000 o 50.000 ¢
Maine Deparmment of Inland Fisheries & Wildlife

Birch islands (ME} Acquisition 979-135 $48.300 34,200 14,600 At o

Woodie Wheaion Land Trust
Page: 1



104

OUTSIDE NFWF NFWF MISC,

PROJECT/ CHALL. FED. INTEREST FED.

GRANTEE PROJ. # GRANT FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS

Bird Conservation Magazine-I 96-145 $80,000 50,000 25,000 ¢ 3,000
American Bird Conservancy

Bird and Habitat Relationship Model 97-210 $120,000 60,000 o 60,000 0
The Nature Consernvancy

Birding Festival Video 97036 $36,000 22.000 14,000 ¢ ¢
D.J. Case & Associates

Birds Beyond Borders 95025 $25,000 15,000 10,000 o 0
Colorade Bird Observatory

Birds and Coffee Public Awarencss 96037 $97.00 64,500 ] 32,500 o
Rainforest Alliance

Birds in Forested Landscapes 97039 $285.300 190,200 95.100 [ 4
Cornell University, Lab. of Omnithology

Black Brant Monitoring Nerwork 96-161 $103,000 73,000 30,000 0 0
Washington State Deparnmens of Ecology

Black Hills Natural Commumity Inventory 7059 $60,000 40,000 26,000 ¢ 1]
The Nature Conservancy, South Dakota

Black-Footed Ferret Action Plan 95-210 $35,000 0 0 0 35.000
American Zoological and Aquariuwm Assoc.

Black-Footed Ferrer Enhincement 96-138 $150,000 50,000 50,000 G 50,000
U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service

Black-Footed Ferret Enhancement-Il 97-163 $260,000 50,000 50,000 0 160,000
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Blackfoot River (MT) Restoration-1l 96-032 $152.000 128,000 64,000 4 ]
Trows Unlimited- Biackfoor Chapier

Bluff Lake {CO) Urban EE Project 96-166 $65.000 50,000 15,000 [ 0
Friends of Bluff Lake

Bolsa Chica Wetlands (CA) Assessment 96-140 5150,000 100,000 50,000 0 0
Catifornia Sate Lands Convrission

Bombay Hook NWR (DE) Restoration 96-191 $75,000 56,000 25,000 o ¢
U.S. Fish and Wildlifz Service

Boston Harbor Isiand NRA Designation 95-197 $17,500 10,000 0 7,500 0
Island Alliance

Breeding Bird Atfas: Arkansas-1§ 95133 $81,000 54,000 27,000 ¢ Q
University of Arkansas

Breeding Bird Adas: Georgia-iI 95-026 $22,500 15,000 7.500 0 ()
Georgia Departmert of Natural Resowrces

Breeding Bird Alas: New Jersey 95-128 $93.836 63.836 30,000 o Q
New Fersey Audubon Society

Breeding Bird Adas: Oklahoma 97.035 $250.000 200,000 50,000 ¢ [}
George Miksch Sutton. Avian Research Center

Breeding Bird Attas: Oregon 95-129 $90,000 60,000 30,000 o 0
Oregon Field Ornithologists

Breeding Bird Adas: Virginia 95-027 $22,500 5,000 7,500 0 i)
Virginia Society of Onithology

Breeding Bird Adas: Wisconsin 95-135 475,000 50,000 25,000 o o
Wisconsin Society for Ornithology, Inc.

Brewster Creek {IL} Restoration 9%6-196 $88,800 73,800 13,000 ] 4
Forest Preserve Diserict of DuPage County

Bring Back the Natives.V 96-092 2,166,651 1,577,578 589,073 [} 0
Bureau of Land Manogement & USDA-Forest Servive

Bring Back the Natives-Vi 97-108 4,752,159 3,386,889 1,365,270 0 0
USDA-Foress Service & Bureau of Land Management

8y-cach Reduction 97024 3135,000 90.000 45,000 1] o
Manomet Observatory for Conservation Sciences

Caddo Lake (TX) Scholars Program 95-104 $138,100 93,100 45.000 L] 0

Caddo Lake Insiitte
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O MISC.
PROJECT/ CHALL. FED. FED.
GRANTEE PROS. ¥ GRANT FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS
Cadillac Desert/Last Oasis-II 95-179 $120.000 80,000 40.000 Q []
XTEH TV Foundation
Cahaba River (AL} Conservation Corridor 9%-109 $120.000 75,000 45,000 o ¢
Cahaba River Sociery
California Coastal Sage Conservation-H1 $5-030 2,890,982 1,890,982 1,000,000 4] 0
California Deparmmen: of Fisk and Game
California Coastal Sage Conservation-IV %6-221 3,000,000 1,500,000 1,500,000 [ o
California Department of Fisk and Game
California Condor Rearing Facility 97213 $27,500 13,750 13,750 0 0
Ventana Wilderness Sanctuary
California Freshwater Shrimp Project 95-085 $105,000 70,000 35,000 ] [
Ross Vailey School District
Canada-Mexico Mode! Forest Program 96-038 $116,%00 73,900 44,000 g ]
Queen's University
Canadian Land Conservation Project 95-195 $12,355 9,855 o 2,500 0
University of Caigary, Dept. af Research Services
Canadian Landbird Conservation $6-105 $182,000 130,000 52,000 o g
Canadian Naure Federation
Cape May (NJ) Stopover Protection 97-032 $80,500 53,700 26,800 0 ]
New Jersey Nongame Species Program
Casco Bay (ME) Shelifishery Restoration 95-016 $85,000 42,500 42.500 o [
Friends of Casco Bay
Casco Bay (ME) Sheilfishery Restoration-11 96-087 397,200 64,800 32,400 0 0
Friends of Cesco Bay
Cemer Pond/Cooley Acquisition {ME) 95-095 $70.668 40,668 30,000 ) [}
Phippsinerg Land Trust
Center for Human Health & the Environment  96-083 $120,000 80,000 40,000 0 0
Harvard Medical School
Central American Conservation Easements 97-269 $52,500 37,500 o 15,000 [
CEDARENA
Central Valley & Restoration Funds-Hi 95-116 $150,000 100,000 50,000 o @
Environmental Deferse Fund
He (GA) i 96-194 350,000 30,000 20,000 0 0
Upper Chanahoochee Riverkeeper Fund, Inc.
Chesicr River Watershed (MD) Restorations  97-140 3303.000 203.000 100,000 o [+
Chesapeake Wildiife Heritage
Children’s Writers Institute 97-016 $60,000 40,000 20,000 0 0
Censer for Children’s Environmenial Literature
Chuck Yeager Award, 1995-1 95-041 515,000 0 4] 15,000 [}
UL.5. Fish and Wildlife Service Savannah Refuges
Chuck Yeager Award, 1995-11 95-192 520,000 0 9 20,000 ]
USDA-Forest Service
Chuck Yeager Award, 1996-1 96-063 $20,000 0 [ 20,000 o
Andrew Sansom/Perry Baxs
Chuck Yeager Award, 1996-1¢ 36-125 $15.000 o d 15.000 o
Merlin Tuttle-Bai Conservation International
Chuck Yeager Award, 1996111 96-200 $15,000 0 0 15,000 0
Champion International Corporation
Chuck Yeager Award, 19971 97-15G 315,000 3 Qo 15,000 1]
Dr. James A, Timmerman, Jr.
Chuck Yeager Award, {997-11 97-265 $15.000 0 0 15.000 0
Ed Clark, Wikdlife Center of Virginia
Chuck Yeager Award, 1997-111 97-264 520,00¢ o @ 20,000 o
Jon Haufler, Boise Cascade & Bilf Wall, Porlatch
Citizen-Based Water Monitoring, Program 95-178 326,585 13,585 1 £3.000 ]

Union Soil & Water Conservation Distr.

Page: 3



106

PROJECT/ CHALL. FED. INTEREST FED.

GRANTEE PROJ. # GRANT FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS

Clean Water Training Institutes 96-005 $38,000 23,000 15,000 o [
River Watch Network, Inc.

Coastal Salmonid Habitat Restoration 97029 $300,000 200,000 100.000 ] ¢
Oregon Wildlife Heritage Foundation

Coastal Waterbird (MA) Program 95-126 $75,300 50,200 25,100 0 [
Massachusetts Audubon Society

Coastal Waterbird Program-iI 96099 $30,000 20,000 10,000 0 1]
Massachusetts Audubon Society

Cobscook Bay (ME) Shelifish Restoration-II ~ 96-025 $50,000 33,000 17,000 [ [
The Nature Conservancy, Maine

Colorado River Fish Policy-1V 96-126 $30.000 20,000 0 10,000 [
Colorado Conservation Foundation

Community Restoration Center 97217 $52,000 35,000 17.000 ] 0
Coalition To Restore Urban Waters

C ity-Based P i 95-180 $60,000 35,000 25,000 ] ]
Georgia Conservancy

Connecticut River Fish Passage 96-086 $45,000 20,000 20,000 [} 5.000
Connecticu River Watershed Council, Inc.

Conservation Easement Handbook Update 95-042 $52,500 35,000 17,500 0 [}
Land Trust Alliance

Conservation Education Roundtables 95-004 $20,000 10,000 10,000 0 0
Nationa! Fish and Wildlife Foundation

Conservation Medicine 97-216 $210,000 160,000 50,000 [ [}
Tufts University

Coral Reef Fishes in Belize 96022 $75,000 50,000 25,000 ] 0
Wildlife Conservation Society

Coral Reef Initiative 96-169 $45,000 30,000 15,000 0 ]
American Zoo and Ag

Corridor Effects in Managed Forests-1 96-098 $43,000 30,000 13,000 1] 0
North Carolina Siate University

Corridor Effects in Managed Forests-11 97-116 $45,500 32,500 13,000 o 0
North Carolina State University

Costa Rica Corridor Protection-11 95-127 $187,000 127,000 60,000 0 Y
Monteverde Conservation League

Costa Rican Omithological Mecting 97-125 $30,000 22,500 0 7,500 0
American Birding Associasion

Cowbird Parasitism & Cartle Grazing in NM  97-118 $97,200 72,900 24,300 1] 0
University of Wisconsin

Creative Pathways for Wildlife Art 95-062 $398,988 318,989 79,999 o Q
National Wildlife Art Museum

Critical Issues/Critical Thinking 95-173 $75,000 50,000 25,000 0 o
National 4-H Council

DC Mentoring Program-{i 95-005 $100,000 70,000 30,000 ] 0
The Environmentors Project

DC Mentoring-I1/Baitimore 96-012 $151,379 101,379 50,000 o 0
The Environmentors Project

DC/Baltimore Mentoring-1V 97-100 $40.000 30.000 10,000 0 0
The Environmentors Project

Decision Maker's Course-1l 96-101 $60,000 45,000 15.000 L] 0
Organization for Tropical Studies

Delhi Sands Habitat Acquisition 96-239 $350,000 175,000 o 175.000 0
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

Dennys River Watershed Proiection 97-266 $576.000 501,000 75,000 [ D]
The Nature Conservancy

Deschutes Steelhead Restoration Project 97-024 $170,000 120,000 50.000 0 L]

Oregon Trout
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Dimond Ranch (WY) Habitax Acquisition 95-214 $155.000 105,000 50,000 0 0
Rocky Moumtain Elk Foundation

Ding Darling (FL) NWR Loan 95093 0 L] g ¢ o
Ding Dariing Wildiife Society

Discover the Bronx River 96-079 $38,000 26,000 12,000 0 0
Appalachian Mounsain Club

Dow, Lower Mississippi Valley Private Land  96.054 $254,000 114,250 139,750 3 L4
Ducks Undimited, Inc.

Duckirag River (ME} Land Acquisition 96-142 $59,600 49.600 10,000 0 0
Coastal Mountains Land Trust

Ducktrap River (ME) Land Acquisition-11 97-004 $40.000 26,667 13,333 ¢ 0
Coastal Mountains Land Trust

Dugout Ranch Conservation 97-212 $75,000 50,000 25,000 b o
The Nature Conservancy

Dutch Gap (VA) Acquisition 97-134 3250000 200,000 50,000 0 0
Chesierfield County

Eanth Service Corps Forest Stewards 97089 $90.000 60,000 30,000 L] ¢
YMCA of Greater Seaitle

Earth Stewards-il 97090 $150,000 100,000 50,000 0 0
National Fisk and Wildlife Foundation

East Maui Forest Bird Protection Program 95-07% $300,000 200,000 100,000 g 1]
The Nature Conservancy, Haweil

Evenezer Cresk Greenway (GA) 95-202 $300.000 225,000 75.000 0 @
The Conservaion Fund

Eco-Entrepreneurs for Sustainable Develop.  94-247 $700,000 600,000 100,000 ¢ 4
Ashoka: Innovators for the Public

Edge Effects on Forest Birds 95-124 $135,000 90,000 45,000 0 ¢
Indiana University

Education for Conservation Program (CA) 97-0%6 $60.000 40,000 20,000 ] 0
Vieinamese American Arts & Letters Assn

Elizabeth Lucy Braun Biodiversity Exhibit $5-006 $130,000 100,000 30,000 8 ¢
Kentucky Fish & Wildlife Education & Resource Foundation

Elizabeth River (VA) Watershed 97-048 $25,600 17,100 8,500 [ [
Elizabeth River Project

Elkhorn Slough Watershed (CA) Restoration  97-131 $110,100 75,000 35100 o [
Susiainable Conservation

Endangered Species Act Partnership 95043 $60,000 40,000 20,000 o 0
Wildlife Habitat Council

Endangered Species Act Position Paper 96-069 $29,250 15,000 [} 14,250 [
Nonhwestern University

Environmental Flying Services in MX-1I 96057 336,000 24,000 12,000 @ 0
Sonoran Instinute

Environmenal Flying Services in Mexico 95-044 $20,000 10,000 10,000 L] 0
Sanoran Institure

Enviroamental fasues for Middle School 96-008 340,000 20,000 20.000 g ¢
Saint Louis Zoo

Esquinas Carbon Offset Initiative 95-069 $710,000 510,000 200,000 0 @
COMBOS

Estwarine Wetland Protection-NE Corrigor 95-080 $211.100 140,400 10,700 ] G
Manomer Observaiory for Conservarion Sciences

Everglades Case Study 96-085 $156.492 106,492 50,000 0 0
Florida Instinute of Technology

Expanding Refuge Support Groups 96-081% $105.000 70,000 35,000 0 ¢
Narionat Wildlife Refuge Associarion

Experiential Conservation Programs 95007 3156000 100,000 50,000 2 0

Student Conservation Association
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FFA Environmental Stewardship 95-200 $30,000 20,000 [ 10,000 0
National FFA Foundation

Fallen Timber Extractive Reserve (CR) 95-028 $125.000 100,000 25,000 [ ]
TUVA Foundation

Failing Spring (PA) Acquisition 95-064 $335,000 265,000 70,000 o 0
Trour Unlimited, inc.

Farmers' Assistance Fund 96-139 $100,000 50,000 0 50,000 0
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

Fish & Wildtife Small Grants-1995 95045 $31.476 15,040 0 16,436 [}
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

FishNET-Fisheries Conservation Network-Il ~ 95-001 $95.000 70,000 25,000 0 0
Quebec-Labrador Foundation

FishNET-Fisheries Conservation Network-lll  96-024 $95,000 75,000 20,000 ] 0
Quebec-Labrador Foundation

Fisheries & Rice Field Flooding 95-164 $50,000 25,000 25,000 0 ]
Bay Instirute

Fisheries Across America-il 95-120 $597,490 368,693 228,797 0 0
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 5

Fisheries Across America-lII 96-030 $596,962 398,085 198,877 0 0
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Fisheries Across America-1V 97-112 $590,000 400,000 190,000 o ]
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Fisheries Management Reserves 95-017 $75,000 50,000 25,000 ] ]
Cenier for Marine Conservation

Fisheries Small Grants-1995 95-208 $30,000 15,000 0 15,000 0
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

Fighing Has No Boundaries 95-169 $35.,000 25,000 0 10,000 0
Fishing Has No Boundaries, Inc.

Fishing for Solutions: What's the Caich? 97-094 $175,000 125,000 50,000 ] 0
Monterey Bay Aquarium

Flood Tolerant Land Uses in Minnesota 97-139 $41.800 33,440 8,360 0 0
American Rivers

Florida Bay Ecosysiem Monitoring Program ~ 95-117 $60,000 36.000 24,000 0 0
NOAA- National Ocean Service

Florida Panther on Private Lands 9%6-114 $120.000 90,000 15.000 15,000 o
Florida Stewardship Foundation

Florida Scrub HCP-1T 95-145 $15.000 10,000 5,000 0 [
The Nature Conservancy, Florida

Forest Fragmentation in Alberta-iIl 95-029 $103.200 68,800 34,400 o ]
University of Alberta

Forest Fragmentation in Southern Ontario 96077 $57.000 32,000 25,000 0 0
Long Point Bird Observatory

Forest Management in South Carolina 96-106 $240,000 160,000 80,000 ] 0
NCASI, Paper Industry Council

Forest Service Course Scholarships-V 95-008 $20,000 10,000 10,000 0 [}
USDA-Forest Service

Forestry Market Transformation Initiative 96-201 $60.000 40,000 0 20.000 o
Strategic Environmental Associates

Fort Worth (TX) Nature Center Wetlands 97-049 $86.400 57,600 28.800 [ [
Fort Worth Nature Center and Refuge

Four Mile Creek (WA) Wetlands 97-046 $30.000 20.000 10.000 L] o
Washington State University

Fragmentation in Pacific NW Forests 97-126 $222.400 148,300 74,100 [} ]
Sustainable Ecosystems Institute

GREEN MUNDO 97-089 $45,000 30,000 15.000 [ 0
Philadelphia Education Fund
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GREEN Training Initiative 95-106 $50,000 60,000 30,000 ] [
Global Rivers Environmental Ed Network

Give Water a Hand-1i 96-084 $70,000 50,000 20,000 1] 0
University of Wisconsin-Madison

Goshawk Habitat, Prey, and Movement 97-033 $35,000 25,000 10,000 L] 0
University of Wyoming

Grassland Bird Management Workshop 95-13t $38,000 28,000 10,000 0 ]
George Miksch Sutton Avian Research Center

Grassland Bird Program 96-177 $54,550 36,550 18,000 0 o
Massachusetts Audubon Society

Great American Fish Count 97-103 $75.000 50,000 25,000 0 0
American Oceans Campaign

Great Salt Lake (UT) Wedands Preservation  95-081 $180,000 120,000 60,000 ] 0
The Nature Conservancy, Utah

Great Swamp Interpretive Master Plan 97-219 550,000 25,000 25,000 9 [
Morris Parks and Land Conservancy

Greater Yellowsione Predator Book 96-129 $30.000 20.000 o 10.000 0
National Park Service

Greeaworks!-1I 95-103 $250,000 175,000 75,000 [ 0
American Forest Foundation

Grindstone Island (NY) Acquisition 95-056 $200,000 150,000 50,000 0 o
Thousand Islands Land Trust

Grizzly Conservation Challenge-1il 95.046 $94,000 46,500 47,500 o L]
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 6

Grizzly Conservation Challeage-IV 96-199 $125,000 75,000 40,000 10,000 [
U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service

Gulf Fork Watershed Monitoring Evaluation ~ 96-029 $37,000 25,000 12,000 0 0
Tennessee Technological University

Gulf Tract (TN) Cooperative Research 95-092 $24.000 16,000 8,000 0 o
National Biological Service

Guif of Maine Coastal Monitoring Network ~ 95-018 $100.000 60,000 40,000 0 L]
New Hampshire Charitable Foundation

Guif of Maine Seabird Island Restoration 97-123 $200,000 150,000 50,000 [ 0
National Audubon Sociery

Guy Bradley Award, 1995 95-140 $2,000 o [ 2,000 0
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. R6

Guy Bradiey Award, 1996 96-120 $2.000 [} L] 2,000 1]
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources

Guy Bradiey Award, 1997 97-151 31,216 ] 0 1,216 ]
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

HBCU Pre-Service Teacher Training-1i 96-004 $200.000 150,000 50,000 0 [
Second Namre

Habitat Conservation Plans Assessment 97-224 $6.000 4,000 ] 2,000 0
Universiry of Michigan

Habitat Conservation Through Avitourism 96-097 $52,500 35,000 17,500 0 0
Americanr Birding Association

Habitat Use in (ID) Managed Forests-[ 96-103 $95.000 70,000 25,000 o o

ical Research i Ld,
Habitar Use in (iD) Managed Foresis-I 97-034 $90,000 65,000 25,000 ] [
gical Research i Lid.

Habutat for Heroas 95-198 $16.000 11,000 0 5.000 [
Sycamore Land Trust (IN)

Habitats: From Backyard to Qutback 96-021 $297.000 200,000 97,000 L] ¢
National Geographic Society

Harbor Herons Refuge in New York Harbor  96-178 $14,700 9,800 4,500 0 0

New York City Audubon Society, Inc.
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Harmful Algal Bloom Conferences 96-171 $60,000 40,000 [ 20,000 [
Chesapeake Research Consortium, Inc.

Heald and Bradley Pond (ME) Acquisition 97-020 $365.000 315,000 50,000 0 ]
Greater Lovell Land Trust

Henry's Fork Watershed (ID) Initiative-11 95-183 $225,000 150,000 75,000 0 0
Henry's Fork Foundation, Inc.

Henry's Fork Watershed (ID) Initiative-[II 96-172 $300,000 225,000 75,000 o 0
Henry's Fork Foundation, Inc.

Hicks Run (PA) Acquisition 96-198 $50,000 30,000 20,000 0 0
Rocky Mouniain Elk Foundation

High Country Institute for Journalism 96-141 $75.000 50,000 0 25,000 0
American Forest Foundation

High Counrry Institute for Journalism-1I 97-101 $50,000 35,000 15,000 0 0
American Forest Foundation

High Elevation Bird Monitoring 95-134 $90,000 60,000 30,000 0 0
Vermont Institute of Natural Science

High Plains Partnership 97-154 3415,653 315,653 100,000 0 0
Western Governors® Association

Hispanic Role Model for Conservation Ed 96-017 $175,000 125,000 50,000 0 0
Self Reliance Foundarion

Horschead Wetlands (MD) Habitat Program ~ 96-164 $60,000 40,000 20,000 0 0
Wildfow! Trust of North America

Idyllwild Wetlands (KY) Acquisition 97-136 $40,000 26,600 13,400 0 [
Learning Pursuits, Inc.

Indian Wolf Coaservation 95-047 336,500 18,500 18,000 0 Q
Conservation Treaty Support Fund

Integrated Environmental Curricutum 96-163 $39,000 26,000 13,000 4] 0
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Integrating Science Resources-Ii 97087 $145,000 100,000 45,000 V] [
Journey North

Integrating Wildlife & Aquatic Education 97-093 $100,000 75,000 25,000 0 o
City of Bossier

Interior Plateau Ecosysiem Management-I! 56-034 387,300 63,500 23,800 [] 0
Tennessee Conservation League

International Bear Conservation 95-091 $10,000 5,000 5,000 0 o
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 6

International Migratory Bird Day 1995 95-088 $53,791 28,791 25,000 [ [}
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

International Migratory Bird Day 1996 96-043 $167,200 100,000 o 50,000 17.200
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

International Migratory Bird Day 1997 97078 $64,000 25,000 25,000 0 14,000
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

Invasive Species--A Global Approach 96-061 $75.000 56,000 25,000 0 0
1UCN(/Species Survival Commission

lowa Prairie and Wetlands Conservation 97-038 $400,000 300.000 100.000 o 0
Pheasanis Forever, Inc.

lowa Wild Places Acquisitions 97-142 $334,660 234,660 100,000 [} [
lowa Natural Heritage Foundation

Isiand Press Book Challenge 95-049 $150,000 100,000 50,000 [ 0
Island Press

Jakes Education Program 96-056 $80.000 55,000 25,000 1] 0
National Wild Turkey Federation

Job Corps Conservation Education (OK) 97014 $90.000 60,000 30,000 [ [
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Joliet Arsenal Prainie (IL) Project 95-123 $93,000 62,000 31,000 [} o

University of Hllinois, Board of Trustees
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Jordan River (UT} Riparian Acquisition 97056 $200,478 125,478 75,000 o a
City of West Jordan

Journey North Program 95-107 $102,000 68,000 34,000 0 ]
Journey North

Katy Prairie Wetlands {TX) Acquisition 96049 $150,000 100,000 50,000 8 ¢
Katy Prairie Land Conservancy

Kenai River (AK) Habitat Protection 95-203 $240,000 200,000 40,000 [ 0
Kenai River Sportfishing, inc.

Kenai River Habitar Restoration-11 F1022 $240,000 200,000 40,000 Q o
Kenai River Sportfishing Association, Inc.

Kenmcky River Palisades Acquisition 96-064 $300,000 200,000 100,000 o ¢
The Nasure Conservancy, Kentucky

Kern County (CA) Valley Floor HCP 95-050 $100.000 50,000 50,000 1) ]
Kern County Planning Department

Kickapoo River (W[} Watershed Project 7031 $196,000 136,000 80,000 [+ o
Trout Unlimited

KidsGrow: An Urban Environmental Project 97098 $50,000 60,000 30,000 0 ]
Parks and People Foundation

Kismath Restoration 95-065 $240,000 160,000 80,000 ] 9
The Nasure Conservancy, Oregon

Kodiak $Small Parcel Project 97060 $200,000 150,000 50,000 o [
The Conservation Fund

Labrador Habitar Mapping [nitiative 9728 $206,400 137,400 69.000 0 0
Atlantic Salmon Frderation

Lake Andes NWR Wedands Proreetion 97051 $15,000 10,008 5,000 [ ¢
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Lake Huron Migratory Bird Acquisition 95071 $440.000 330,000 110,000 o 0
The Nasure Conservancy. Michigan

Lake Onuario Songbird Habitar Conservation  95-031 366,200 46,200 20,000 ¢ o
The Naiure Conservancy, New York

Lamprey River (NH) Land Conservation 95019 $15,000 7,500 7.500 0 0
Lamprey River Walershed Association

Landbird Monitoring in Idabo-1T 95-132 345,000 30,000 15.000 ? i

icul Research i L.

Latin American Wildlife Training-tl 96-176 $20,000 10,000 10,000 0 0
Programa Regional en Manejo de Vida Silvesire

Learning Garden Project (NY) 87407 $30.000 20,000 10,000 o o
City Parks Foundation

Liberty Sod Farm (NI/NY) Restoration 95-160 375,000 50,000 25,000 0 o
U.S. Fish and Wikilife Service, Wallkil River NWR

Looa Migration & Winter Ecology 95121 $18.000 12,000 6,000 0 0
Center for Northern Studies

Lower Kennebec River (ME) Restoration Fund 96-133 1.000,000 900,000 100,000 ¢ ¢
Natural Resources Council of Muine

Lower Mark Island {ME) Acquisition %6048 $70.800 47.200 23,600 (] [
Boothixty Region Land Trust

Lower Roanoke River Floodpizin Initiative 95082 $193.000 130,000 63,000 ¢ ¢
The Nanure Conservancy, North Carotina

MEB Environmental Leadership Program 95009 $175,000 125,000 50,000 o 0

Instirure for Envi and Business

MEB Environmental Leadership Program-1l 96082 $150,000 100,000 50,000 0 ]
MEB/World Resources instinute

MacDonatd Park (ONT) Habitat Restoration 97138 $38,%06 26,506 o 12.000 [}
Rural Lambton Stewardship Network

Magdalena Bay (MX) Fieid School 96-195 $60,000 40,000 o 20,000 0
School for Field Studies
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Maine Atlantic Saimon Watershed Initiative 97-113 $400,000 300,000 100,000 0 [
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Maine Conservation Campaign 97065 $175,000 117,000 58,000 0 0
Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife

Maine Forest Biodiversity Project 95-193 $246,000 164,000 82,000 4] 0
The Nature Conservancy, Maine

Maine Industrial Forest Management-1 95-125 $253,939 169,939 84.000 4] 0
Manomet Observatory for Conservation Sciences

Maine Industrial Forest Management-11 97-040 $280.000 200,000 80,000 0 [}
Manomer Observatory for Conservation Sciences

Maine Wildlife Habitat Initiative 97-141 $475,000 350,000 125,000 0 0
Maine Coast Heritage Trust

Malpai Borderlands Conservation 95-077 $380,000 304,000 76,000 0 0
Malpai Borderlands Group

Malpai Borderlands Conservation-11 97-152 $300,000 200,000 100,000 Q 0
Malpai Borderlands Group

Managing Pelagic Longline Fisheries 95-020 $30,000 20,000 10,000 0 0
National Coalition for Marine Conservation

Mancos River (CO) Riparian Restoration 97-268 $36,000 27,000 ] 9,000 0
National Park Service, Mesa Verde National Park

Mangrove Restoration in St. Croix (VI) 97-137 $17.425 11,625 o 5,800 0
St. Croix Environmensal Association

Maryland Coastal Bays Easement Project 97-132 $60.000 40,000 20,000 o ¢
Lower Shore Land Trust

Masked Bobwhite Conservation in Mexico 96-058 $37,000 20,000 17,000 0 0
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Mid-Coast Salmon Restoration Project 96-078 $300,000 200,000 100,000 0 0
Oregon Wildlife Heritage Foundation

Migrant Birds on Flathead Tribal Lands 97-121 $27,300 18,200 9,100 0 0
Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes

Migratory Bird Habitat in Costa Rica-11 94-248 $385,677 250,000 135,677 Q 0
Organization for Tropical Studies

Migratory Wildlife Booklet 97-003 $10,000 5,000 5,000 [ 0
Canadian Wildlife Service

Minnesota Wetland Restoration Fund-H 95-204 $11,932 7,932 4,000 0 0
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Minnesota Wild Bird Food Conservation 97-122 $60.000 45,000 15,000 0 0

i Depar of Natural

Mississippi Delta Agriculiural Outreach-1 95-057 $100,500 60,500 40.000 0 0
Delta Wildlife Foundation

Mississippi Deta Agricultural OQutreach-11 97-057 $225.000 150,000 75,000 L] 0
Delta Wildlife Foundarion

Mississippi River Batture Study 96-050 367,187 42,187 25,000 ] 0
Tulane University

Mississippi River Habitat Restoration 97-025 $58,200 41,800 16,400 [} Q0
American Rivers. Inc.

Mississippi River R-6 Flood Program-1993 95-099 $400.000 200,000 0 0 200.000
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 6

Mississippi Valley Bird Conservation 96-096 $97.500 65,000 32,500 0 0
American Bird Conservancy

Mississippi Valley Conservation Strategies 97-127 $180,000 120,000 60,000 [} 0
The Nature Conservancy

Mono Lake (CA) Restoration Design 95-151 $65,000 40,000 25,000 0 o
Mono Lake Commiriee

Montana Rivers Project 97-030 $181.790 121,79 60,000 0 0

National Center for Appropriate Technology
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Monterey Bay {CA) Sanctuary Watch Program 95-084 $82,500 55,000 27.500 0 0
Save Our Shores

NW Adantic Fisheries-1 95086 $75.000 50.000 25,000 [} o
American Fisheries Sociery

NW Atlantic Fisheries-II 95-113 $75,000 50,000 25,000 o 0
American Fisheries Society

NWTF Wildlife Bulietin-II 95-142 $75,000 50,000 25,000 0 ¢
National Wild Turkey Federation

NYC High School for the Environment-1I1 96-013 $190,000 140,000 50,000 0 0
Friends of the High School for Enviromental Studies

Napa Valley (CA) Landowner Outreach 97-047 $50,000 33,000 17,000 [} 0
Napa Valley Economic Development Corporation

National Education Smail Grant Fund-1996 96-019 $45,000 30,000 0 15,000 0
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

National Education Small Grant Fund-1997 97-102 $45,000 30,000 (1] 15,000 0
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

National Education Smal! Granis Fund-1995  95-010 $20,625 10,625 ] 10,000 [
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

National Park Rare Species Restorations 95-141 $120,000 80,000 40,000 0 0
National Park Foundation

Native American Environmental Law Program 95-112 $164,000 110,000 54,000 0 0
Vermont Law School Environmental Law Center

Native Plant Conservation Initiative 95078 $249,576 149,650 99,926 o ]
Bureau of Land Management

Native Plant Conservation Initiative-1t 96-066 $625,000 400,000 225,000 0 0
National Park Service

Native Plant Conservation Initiative-111 97073 $768.225 478,800 289,425 0 0
Federal Native Plamt Conservation Commitiee

Natural Connections (MD) 96-014 $22,000 11.000 11,000 0 0
Irvine Natural Science Center

Nature Mapping 96-006 $25.000 15,000 10,000 0 ]
University of Washingion

Neotropical Small Grants Fund-1995 95-087 $27,238 16,860 o 10,378 0
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

Neotropical Small Grants Fund-1996 96039 360,000 40,000 0 20,000 ]
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

New Approaches to Lobster Management 96-026 369,000 46,000 23,000 o 1]
Istand Institute

New England Groundfish Management-111 95-066 $306,000 200,000 100,000 0 [}
Conservation Law Foundation

New Generation of Environmental Stewards 97095 $105.000 70,000 35,000 0 o
Adopi-A-Watershed

New Hampshire Isotria Recovery Program 95051 $114.800 76,800 38,000 0 0
The Nature Conservancy, New Hampshire

North American Bar Conservation 97-143 $175.000 125,000 50,000 [ 0
Bat Conservation International

North American Bat House Rescarch 96-060 $30.000 20,000 10,000 ] [}
Bat Conservation International

North American Lichen Project 95-052 $77.250 52,250 25.000 ¢ 0
Missouri Botanical Garden

North Carolina Partners in Flight 96-174 348,000 32,000 16.000 o ]
North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission

North Coast (OR) Coho Restoration Project 95-118 $309,979 209979 100,000 Q0 0
Oregon Wildlife Heritage Foundation

North Dakota Wetlands Discovery Guide 95011 $46,500 23,300 23,200 [} Q

North Dakota Weilands Institure
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Oregon Gap Analysis [mplementation-1 95-138 $105.000 70,000 35,000 0 0
Defenders of Wildlife

QOregon Gap Analysis Implementation-{H 96-115 $105,000 70,000 35,000 0 0
Defenders of Wildlife

Oxbow Wetland Restorations in Wyoming 96-107 $150,000 100,000 50,000 0 4]
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 6

PARTNERS Project Evaluation 96-010 395,000 65,000 30,000 0 0
Sheperd College Foundation

Paine Estaie (MA) Acquisition 95-155 $225,000 175,000 50,000 0 [}
Sudbury Valley Trustees

Partnering for Environmental Education-I1 97-088 $57,500 67,500 30,000 0 0
Eco Education

Partners for Wildlife: New York-1I 96-108 $75,200 50,000 25,200 0 ]
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 5

Partners for Wildlife: Pennsylvania-[11 96-052 $342,000 275,000 67,000 o o
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 5

Parmers in Flight Quircach Materials 96-226 $132,575 79,000 6,400 0 7.175
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

Partmers in Flight Public Relations 94-250 $23,750 0 (4] [} 23.750
Susan Carison

Partnership for the San Pablo Baylands 95-154 $467,640 392,640 75,000 [ [
Save San Francisco Bay Association

Partnership in EE for Urban Youth 97-012 $75,000 50,000 25,000 ] 0
Discovery Creek Children's Museum of DC

P ips for i 95012 $120.200 90,200 30,000 0 o
Eco Education

Pawcausck (RI) Watershed Initiative 96-088 $55,000 30,000 15,000 0 10.000
The Nature Conservancy

Phen Basin (VT) Acquisition 96-042 $299,980 249,980 50,000 0 0
Trust for Public Land

Piping Plover Swdy at Lake Diefenbaker 97-120 $43.050 30,750 12,300 0 [
Canadian Wildlife Service

Planning Sustainable Conservation Projects 95053 $54.000 34,000 20,000 ) 0
Center for Natural Lands Management

Platte River Basin Recovery Fund 95-189 $404,000 0 0 ] 404,000
U.S. Fish and Wiidlife Service

Poison Creck (WY) Acquisition 97-280 $75,000 50,000 0 25,000 0
Jackson Hole Land Trust

Polar Bears and Contaminant Burdens 95-190 $30,000 15,000 15,000 0 [
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Polar Bears and Hudson Bay Habitats-If 97-223 $30,000 15,000 0 15,000 0
Canadian Wildlife Service

Pollock Tagging 95-168 $30,000 20,000 10,000 0 0
Marine Resources Management Center

Ponoi River Salmon Conservation-I1 95-114 $74,850 49,900 24,950 0 [
Atlantic Saimon Federation

Ponoi River Salmon Conservation-111 96-091 $75,000 50,000 25,000 o] 0
Atlantic Salmon Federation

Porcupine Creek (MT) Habitat Acquisition 95076 $150,000 100,000 50,000 [ ]
Rocky Mouniain Elk Foundation

Prairie Bird Conservation in Saskaich.-I1 97-119 $140,000 100.000 40,000 [} 0
Saskatchewan Wetland Conservation Corporation

Prairie Bird Conservation in Saskatchewan 95-186 $191.527 139,027 52,500 0 0
Saskatchewan Wetland Conservation Corporation

Prairie Breeding Bird Predator Management  96-068 $450,000 300,000 150,000 0 [

Deita Waterfowl Foundation
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Prairic Dog/Sylvatic Plague (MT) 97064 $32,260 16,130 16,130 0 0
Bureau of Indian Affairs

Predation Management Materials Project 95-149 $65,000 50,000 15,000 0 0
Jack Berryman Institute

Private Forest (ME) Reserves Project 95-139 $61,800 41,200 20,600 [ 0
Maine TREE Foundation

Project WET Networking Initiative-I 95-177 $200,000 125,000 75,000 ] 0
Western Regional Environmental Education Council

Project WILD Urban Action Grants-II 95-110 $213,333 205,000 68,333 0 0
Project WILD

Propagation of the American Chestnut 95-137 $79.237 54,237 25,000 0 0
American Chestnut Foundation

Public Lands Science Resources 97-013 $31,240 21,240 10,000 0 0
Four Corners School of Outdoor Education

Pulling Together: Managing Invasives 97-155 1,272,614 786,614 486,000 0 [}
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

Quaker Neck (NC) Dam Removal 95-119 $194,000 97,000 97,000 0 0
North Carolina Coastal Federation

Quimper Peninsula (WA} Wildlife Corridor 95-150 $96,000 64,000 32,000 [ o
Jefferson Land Trust

Quinnipiac River Marsh (CT) Restoration 96-192 $150,000 100,000 50.000 0 0
Connecticur Waterfowl Association

Race to Save the Neotropics 97-124 $140,000 130,000 0 10,000 0
Rainforest Alliance

Rajaji-Corben Wildlife Study 96-135 $4,000 2,000 0 2,000 ]
Wildlife Institute of India

Rancher Outreach Program 95-144 $72,000 48,000 24,000 0 0
Sonoran Institure

Rangeiey River (ME) Habitat Protection 96-027 $280,000 230,000 50,000 0 0
Rangeley Lakes Heritage Trust

Red Wolf Recovery Fund-1995 95-054 $109,418 67,209 42,209 ] 0
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 4

Refuge Enhancement Video Project 95-161 516,750 9,250 ] 7,500 0
Wildlife Management Institute

Rene Dubos Cener - Multimedia Project 95013 $200,000 150,000 50,000 [ 0
Rene Dubos Center for Human Environments, Inc.

Restoration of the Great Marsh (IN) 95-058 $30,000 20,000 10,000 0 [
National Park Service. Indiana Dunes NL

Restore Our Southern Rivers-1II 96093 $253,900 155,900 98,000 0 0
USDA-Forest Service

Restore OQur Southern Rivers-IV 97-1tt $375,000 225,000 100,000 [1] 50,000
Tennessee Valley Authority & USDA-Forest Service

Rice Flooding Assessment 96-001 $1i1,447 76,447 35,000 0 0
Mississippi State University

Right Whale in Florida 97-145 $12,000 6,000 6,000 0 ]
Florida Department of Environmental Protection

Right Whale/Vessel Interactions 96-137 $22.000 15,000 o 7.000 Q
New England Aquarium

Riparian Easement Initiative (NC) 95-153 $31.050 16,050 15,000 0 0
North Carolina Coastal Land Trust

River Exploration 97011 $90.000 60,000 30,000 0 [}
Pittsburgh Voyager

Robbins Swamp (CT) Acquisition 97042 390,000 60,000 30,000 0 0
The Nature Conservancy-Connecticut

Robents Island (ME) Acquisition 95-159 $125.000 75,000 50,000 0 ]
Vinalhaven Land Trust
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Rocky Mountain Riparian Habitat 96-180 $180,000 120,000 0 60.000 0
National Audubon Sociery

Sacramento River Fish Screen Diversions 97-107 $111.300 59.900 33,400 18,000 0
Family Water Alliance

Safe Harbor Agricultural Conservation Plan 96111 $68,200 46,200 22,000 ] 0
American Farmland Trust

Safe Harbor Proposal (SC) 96-113 $40,800 29,300 11,500 0 0
Environmental Defense Fund

Salmon Safe Program 95-068 $157.69%4 120,000 37.6%4 ¢ 0
Pacific Rivers Council

Salmonid Restoration Support 96-170 $30,000 20,000 10,000 0 0
Mid-Sound Fisheries Enhancement Group

Salvage Logging Effects on Oregon Birds 97214 $30,000 20,000 10,000 0 0
Avifauna Northwesr

San Bernardino (CA) Children's Forest-1! 96-009 $200,000 150,000 50,000 Q 0
San ino National Forest

San Diego (CA) NCCP 95-194 2,982,560 2,473,560 495,000 10,000 0
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

San Joaquin County (CA) HCP 95-188 $178,870 128,870 50,000 0 o
San Joaquin Council of Governments

Sandhills Longleaf Pine Initiative 97-153 $225,000 150,000 75,000 0 1)
The Nature Conservancy

Sandy Island/Winyah Bay (SC) Protection 97-128 $746,500 600,000 146,500 0 0
The Nature Conservancy

Save Our Songbirds-11 96-040 $204,000 136,000 68,000 [ 0
Point Reyes Bird Observatory

School Nature Area Project (MN) 97-008 $152.500 102,500 50,000 0 0
St. Olaf College

Science of Conservation Planning 97-279 $45,000 30,000 0 15,000 [}
Island Press

Sea Turtle Education Brochure 95-211 $30.000 10,000 0 0 20.000
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, R2

Seeking Common Ground Coordinator 97-149 359,500 32,000 27,500 0 0
Seeking Common Ground Steering Committee

Selborne Project 95-111 $88,000 68,000 20,000 0 1]
Roger Tory Peterson Instituse

Selborne Project-11 96-165 $46,500 31.000 0 15,500 0
Roger Tory Peterson Institute

Semtenac Canyon (CA) Acquisition 97-055 $300,000 200,000 100.000 [] 0
Anza-Borrego Foundation

Seventh American Forest Congress 96-074 $39,000 29,000 [ 10,000 [
Gifford Pinchot Institute

Shared Streams 97-114 $180.000 120.000 60,000 0 0
American Forest Foundation

Shortgrass Prairie Partners 96-104 $195,000 130,000 65,000 0 0
Colorade Bird Observaiory

Shrub-Steppe Fragmentation Study 96-175 $126,900 84,600 42,300 0 [}
Washington Departmen: of Fish and Wildlife

Silvicultural Impacts on Migrant Birds-111 95034 $105,000 70,000 35.000 0 0
University of Montana

Snake River (ID) Restoration Project 95-022 $100.000 60,000 40,000 0 0
American Rivers

Snowy Plover Survey in Utah 96-179 514,700 7,350 7,350 Q o
American Birding Association

Soundshore Ecology for Urban Youth 96-162 $21,000 14.000 7,000 [ 0

Save the Sound. Inc.
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- OUTSIDE NEWF NFWF MISC.
PROJECT/ CHALL. FED. INTEREST FED.
GRANTEE PROJ. 7 GRANT FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS
South Pacific Conservation Education 95-003 $146,000 106,000 40,000 4] 1]
RARE Center for Tropical Conservation

South Texas Private Lands Initiative 95-157 $100.000 66,500 33.500 0 )
The Nature Conservancy, Texas

Southeast Coasial Plain Amphibian Survey 97074 $220.500 150,500 70,000 0 0
NCASI, Paper Industry Council

Southwest Florida Greenways-11 95-136 $120,000 80,000 40.000 [ 0
1000 Friends of Florida

Soybean Field Flooding in Mississippi 97-044 332,250 22,250 10,000 [} 0
Mississippi Siate University
i ligration Ecology of W, i 95-035 324,622 16,623 7.999 0 0
USDA-Fores: Service, Copper River Delta Institute

St. Croix River (WI) Scenic Greenway 97053 $360.000 260,000 100,000 0 0
Standing Cedars Community Land Conservancy

State Prototypes for Conservation Ed-II 95-176 $150,000 100,000 0 50,000 0
University of Wisconsin

State Standards and Conservation Ed 97-009 560,000 40,000 20,000 ] Q
Colorado Alliance for Environmenzal Education

Steller Sea Lion Behavior Ecology 97-023 $84,684 56,456 28.228 ] [
North Pacific Marine Science Foundation

Still River Watershed (CT) Restoration 96-193 $79.000 54,000 25,000 ] 0
City of Danbury Health Department

Straddling Stocks 95-023 $32,821 16,575 16,246 o 0
Natural Resource Defense Council

Stream Restoration Training Project 96-080 $150,000 100,000 50,000 0 Q
National Association of Service & Conservasion Corps

Stwdent CITES Project 97017 $89,150 60,650 28,500 o o
American 200 & Aquarium Association

Survey (WV) Woodcock & Nongame Wildlife 95-089 $6,900 3,500 3,400 [ 0
West Virginia University

Sustainable Farming Systems in Minnesota 96-055 $165.000 110,000 55,000 ] 0
Land Siewardship Project

Swallow-tailed Kite Conservation Plan 97-267 $90,000 60,000 0 30,000 ]
Avian Research and Conservation Initiative

Swinomish (WA) Salmon Restoration 96-089 $30,506 15,253 15.253 (] 9
People for Puger Sound

Taking Flighi-Expanding Partners in Flight 97-044 $225,000 150,000 75,000 0 (1]
American Bird Conservancy

Taumon River Watershed Assessment 97-168 $35.000 20,000 10,000 [ 5.000

Trust of

Tax Incentives for Wetlands Protection 97-043 $86,400 58,400 28,000 o 0
lzaak Walton League of America

Tennessee Focests TAE Species 97-065 $30,000 21,000 9,000 (1] ]
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Texas Coastal Oak Habitat Restoration 96-035 $83.000 63,000 20,000 0 9
Howston Andubon Sociery

Texas Private Lands [nitiative-(1 96-053 $360,000 240,000 120,000 0 ]
Texas Parks and Wildlife Depariment

Timber and Migrant Birds in Missouri-HI 97-117 $110,800 83,100 27,700 0 o
The Curators of the University of Missouri

Tohono Q'odham Conservation Initiative 95-174 $45.000 30.000 15,000 0 o
The Nature Conservancy, Arizona

Tools of Stewardship 97-06¢ $25,500 17.000 8.500 [ 0
Center for Natural Lands Management

Traiming Course for Local Naturalists 95-130 $95.000 70,000 25,000 [ [}

RARE Center for Tropical Conservation
Page: 15



118

OUTSIDE NFWF NFWF MISC.

PROJECT/ CHALL. FED. INTEREST FED.

GRANTEE PROJ. # GRANT FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS

Training Course for Local Naturalists-I1 97037 $150,000 100,000 50,000 0 (1]
RARE Cener for Tropical Conservation

Tribal Management Training 95-108 $56.000 28,000 28,000 4] 0
Native American Fish and Wildlife Sociery

Tsaile Creek (AZ) Restoration Project 97-104 $335.190 285.190 50,000 [} 0
Navajo Nation Department of Water Resources

U-CAN (Urban Canoe Adventures) 97015 $27,000 18,000 9,000 o 0
Friends of the Chicago River

U.S./Asian Conservation Awarencss 96-020 $120,000 80,000 40,000 0 0
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Umpqua Basin (OR) Land Exchange 95-146 $305,000 205,000 100,000 0 4]
World Forestry Center

Upland Habitat Pantnership-11 97-07¢ $735,000 490,000 245,000 0 [}
Quail Unlimired, Inc.

Upper Colorado River Endangered Species 95-213 $35,000 0 0 0 35,000
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Upper MS River Wetland Restoration 95-060 $102.000 69,000 33,000 0 0
Werlands Iminarive

Urban Aquatic Ecosystems 96-159 $150,000 105,000 45,000 0 0
Columbus Center

Urban Environmental Education (PA) 95-109 3143,834 93,834 50,000 0 0
Pennsylvania Horticultural Society

Urban Environmental Education-il 96-168 $155,000 110,000 o 45,000 0
Pennsylvania Horticultural Society

Urban Integration of Wildlife Education 97-092 $141,000 99,500 41,500 [} 0
Denver Zoological Foundation

Urban Youth Farm School Program 96-015 $99.000 65.000 34,000 [} 0
San Francisco League of Urban Gardeners

Valle Grande (NM) Grass Bank 97-281 $480,000 430,000 0 50,000 0
The Conservation Fund

Valley Care: Wetlands and Farming-[I 95-083 2,010.000 1,610,000 400,000 o 1]
Ducks Unlimited, inc.

Valley Care: Werlands and Farming-1I} 96-112 $600.000 400,000 200.000 [¢] Q
Ducks Uniimited, Inc.

Vernal Pool Conservation 97-045 $75.000 50,000 25,000 0 0
Massachuserts Audubon Society

Vemnal Pool HCP 95-172 $80.000 40,000 20,000 20,000 ]
Thomas Reid and Associates

Vicuna Assessment 97-262 $20.000 0 o o 20.000
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

WILD TV 95-167 $120.000 80,000 40.000 o [i]

. ing Corporasi

Walkinshaw Wetlands (M1} Restoration 97-133 $150,000 75,000 75,000 ] 0
USDA-Forest Service, Huron-Manisiee NF

Wallowa County (OR) Forest Stewardship 95-205 $30,500 15,500 o 15,000 0
Sustainable Northwest

Wallowa County (OR) Forest Stewardship-11 ~ 97-068 $135,000 90,000 45.000 4 0
Sustainable Northwest

Walrus and Human Impacts 95-191 $28,200 13,200 7,500 7,500 0
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Walrus and Human Empaces-1§ 97-222 $103,000 88,000 ] 15.000 [
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Watershed Restoration Book 97027 $43,000 28.000 15.000 [} [
American Fisheries Society

Western Riparian Habitat-1I 95-037 $80,500 55,000 25,500 [ [

National Audubon Society
Puge: 16
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OUTSIDE NFWF NFWF MISC.
PROJECT/ CHALL. FED. FED.
GRANTEE PROJ. # GRANT FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS
Wetlands & Private Lands Small Grants 1995 95-061 $37.830 26,540 0 11,290 0
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation
Wetlands & Private Lands Small Granis 1996 96-051 $80,350 54,200 0 26,150 ¢
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation
Wetlands & Private Lands Small Grants 1997  97-278 $60,000 40,000 ] 20,000 0
National Fish and Wildlife Foundarion
Whirling Disease Control 97-211 356,300 38,000 0 0 18,300
Whirling Disease Foundation
‘Whirling Disease Facility 96-146 $195,000 50,000 25,000 o 120,000
Montana State University
‘Whirling Disease Technical Review 95-181 $30,000 20,000 0 10,000 0
Trout Unlimited, Inc.
‘Whirling Disease Video 97-005 $17,000 0 ] 5,000 12,000
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation
White Sea Bass Enhancement Hatchery 96-031 $225,000 150,000 50,000 o 25.000
Hubbs-Sea World Research Institute
Whooping Crane Recovery Fund 95-170 $96,800 50,000 45,800 0 [
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation
Wildlife Action Kit 95-015 $43,000 21,500 21,500 ] 0
Earth Force
Wiidtife Conservation Education 96-160 $30.000 20,000 10,000 0 0
Boone and Crocken Club
Wildlife Information Network 95-206 $75,000 50,000 0 25.000 o
The Wildlife Society
Wildlife Information Parmership 95-090 $88,500 73,500 ] 15,000 0
Wildlife Management Institute
Willametie River (OR) Floodway Project 95-196 $120,085 80,085 40,000 o ]
River Network
Willapa (WA) Salmon Enhancement 96-033 $400.000 300,000 100,000 0 0
Long Live the Kings
Willapa Bay (WA) Salmon Restoration-I 95-182 $298,000 198,600 99,400 o 0
Willapa Alliance
Williamson River (OR) Delia Restoration 97-058 5,500,000 ] 0 o 5,500,000
The Nature Conservancy
Winter Ecology 96-167 330,000 20,000 10,000 0 D]
Missouri Botanical Garden
Wisconsin Shallow Wetland Restorations-11 95-201 $100,000 67,000 33,000 ] ]
Wisconsin Waterfowl Association
Wisconsin Shallow Wetands-1i1 97-277 $150,500 100,500 50.000 o 0
Wisconsin Waterfowl Association
Wolf River (TN) Acquisition-H 97-054 $949,373 849,373 100.000 ] 0
Wolf River Conservancy
Wonders in Nature & Neighborhoods (CO) 97-010 $39,000 26,000 13,000 0 o
Keystone Science School
Grouse Chaik 1 96-118 $117,000 78,000 39,000 0 0
Ruffed Grouse Society
Woodcock/Ruffed Grouse Habitat-I1 95-143 $90.000 60,000 30,000 [ 0
Ruffed Grouse Society
Worcester County (MD) Wetlands Restoration 95-152 $120.000 70,000 50,000 [ [}
Worcester Soil Conservation District
Working Toward 2003 97-157 $630,571 405,871 209.000 15,700 0
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Young Ornithologists (PA) 97-091 $90.000 60,000 30,000 0 ]
Academy of Natural Sciences
IGRAND TOTALS: 473 projects 589,176,749 $57.585.707 $23.165.729 $1.518.388  $6.906.425 ]
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wnes - Department of Interior - Bureau of Reclamation Fundsfed
PROJECT LIST w/ FUNDING DISTRIBUTION
OUTSIDE NFWF NFWF MISC.

PROJECT/ CHALL. FED. INTEREST FED.

GRANTEE PROJ. ¥ GRANT FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS

Asaayi Lake (NM) Habitat Restoration 96-148 $100,000 50,000 50,000 0 0
Navajo Nation Departmen: of Water Resources

BUREC: Spring Run Chinook Salmon 95-165 $300.000 0 0 o 300,000
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

Boulder City (NV) Wetlands 96-149 $30,000 20,000 10,000 0 0
Clark County Conservation District

Bring Back the Natives-V 96-092 2,166,651 1,577,578 589,073 0 0
Bureax of Land Managemen: & USDA-Forest Service

Bring Back the Natives-V1 97-108 4,752,159 3,386,889 1,365,270 0 0
USDA-Forest Service & Bureau of Land Management

Butte Creek Fish Access 96-238 $48,660 20,000 28,660 0 [}
The Institute for Fishery Resources )

Bunie Creek Watershed Management Plan 96-232 $166,200 83,100 83.100 0 [}
Chico State University Foundation

California Salmon Projects 97-110 2,630,000 1,500,000 1,130,000 ] [\]
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation .

Chinook Salmon Work Group Meetings-il 96-234 $47,750 23,875 23,875 0 ]
University of California

Coho Salmon Model Restoration Project 96-233 $379,700 200,400 179,300 [} 0
Pacific Coast Fish, Wildlife & Wetlands Resi. Assoc.

Colorado River Fish Recovery, 1996 96-132 $250.000 0 0 4 250,000
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

Columbia River Water Rights Acquisition 96-151 $150,000 100,000 50,000 0 0
Oregon Water Trust

Deer Creek Watershed Education 96-235 $15,542 4 15,542 0 0
Chico State University Foundation

Farming for Wildlife 97-1%0 $126,000 69,000 57,000 0 0
Bureau of Land Management, Bakersfield District

General Reclamation Grants 97-109 1,752,500 1,200,000 552,500 0 0
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

Hackberry Flat (OK) Weiland Restoration 96-152 $60,000 30,000 30,000 0 0
Okdahoma Departmens of Wildlife Conservation

Henry's Fork (ID), Flat Ranch Protection 96-023 $250,000 200.000 50,000 0 4]
The Nature Conservancy, ldaho

Little M in (WY) Habitat 96-154 $35.500 22,500 13,000 ] 0
Bureax of Land Management, Rock Springs District

Lower Butte Creek Project 96-236 $245,000 122,500 122,500 o 4
The Nature Conservancy

Lower Colorado River Conservation 96-155 $600.000 400.000 200,000 [ [
Lower CO Mulsi-Species Cons. Prog. Steer. Comm.

Muddy Creek (MT) Watershed Restoration 96-156 $123,000 82,000 41,000 0 [}
Cascade County Conservation District

Powder River (OR) Enhancement Project 96-241 $112.240 56,240 56,000 [ (1]
USDA-Forest Service, Wallowa-Whitman NF

Sediment Reduction in Deer Creek 96-237 $100,169 59,840 40,329 [} 0

% Conservation i

Sycan Marsh (OR) Wetiand Restoration 96-222 $440.000 220,000 ] [} 220,000
The Nature Conservancy

Valensin Ranch iCA) Acquisition 96-157 $300.000 200,000 100,000 L] ]
The Nature Conservancy

Wilfiamson River {OR) Delta Restoration 97058 5,500,000 o ] 0 5,500,000
The Nature Conservancy

Page: |
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OUTSIDE WFWF NFWF MISC.
PROJECT/ CHALL. FED., INTEREST FED.
GRANTEE PROJ. # GRANT FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS
Wood River (OR) Wetland Restoration 96-158 $150,000 100,000 50.000 [¢] 0
Bureau of Land Management, Lakeview District
@RAND TOTALS: 27 projects $20,831,071  $9.723,922 $4.837.14% 30 56,2?0,000‘1
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Rl Department of Interior - National Park Service Fundsfed
PROJECT LIST w/ FUNDING DISTRIBUTION
OUTSIDE NFWF NFWF MISC.
PROJECT/ CHALL. FED. INTEREST FED.
GRANTEE PROJ. # GRANT FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS
Connecticut River Fish Passage 96-086 $45.000 20,000 20.000 0 5,000
Connecticut River Wasershed Council, Inc.
Native Plant Conservation Initiative-II1 97-073 $768,225 478,800 289,425 ] 0
Federal Native Plan: Conservarion Commitiee
Pawcatuck (RI) Watershed Initiative 96-088 $55,000 30,000 15,000 4] 10,000
The Nature Conservancy
Taunton River Watershed Assessment 97-168 $35,000 20,000 10,000 0 5,000
Trust of
GRAND TOTALS: 4 projects $903,225 $548,800 $334.425 $0 $20,000

Page: |



123

W16/97

Department of Agriculture - NRCS Flndged
PROJECT LIST w/ FUNDING DISTRIBUTION

IDE NFWF NFWFE MISC.

PROJECT/ CHALL. FED.  INTEREST FED.
GRANTEE PROJ.# GRANT  FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS
WRP Parinership Fund 96075 *aveese 5000000 5,000,000 0 0

National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

[GRAND TOTALS: 1 projects $10,000,000 $5,000,000 _ $5.000,000 50 30

Page: !
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Disclosure information

Submitted to the Subcommittee on Fisheries Conservation, Wildlife and Oceans, Committee on
Resources, U. S. House of Representatives by Edward F. Ahnert in connection with testimony on’
H.R. 2376, the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation Establishment Act Amendments of 1997.

Ed Ahnert is the President of the Exxon Education Foundation and Manager of Contributions for
Exxon Corporation.

He was born in Fort Worth, Texas and attended public schools in Fort Worth and Lake Charles,
Louisiana. He obtained a BA in English from Rice University in Houston and a Master of Public
AfTairs in International Relations from Princeton's Woodrow Wilson School.

He then joined the faculty of Tunghai University in Taiwan where he taught English and
internationat politics. In 1973 he joined the Treasurers Department of Exxon Corporation in New
York, and between 1973 and 1986 held various positions in the treasurers and corporate planning
functions in New York, Houston, Sydney, Australia and Hong Kong. In 1986 he left Exxon to
help found and become the chief financial officer of a small Asian regional telecommunications
company based in Hong Kong. In 1988 he founded and became the chief executive officer of an
Asian venture capital fund affiliated with a Hong Kong investment bank.

In August of 1990 he returned to the United States and to Exxon to head the Exxon Education
Foundation. In 1992 he also became Manager of Exxon's corporate contributions activities.

He is a member of the board or advisory committee of several educational institutions and
associations including the Council for Aid to Education, Southern Methodist University's Dedman
College and the National Institute for Science Education.

Exxon's charitable contributions program (including the Exxon Education Foundation), which Ed
Ahnert manages, is one of the world's largest corporate philanthropies. In 1996 total giving was
$54.8 million. Details of those gifts are included in Dimensions 96 which is attached to the
written testimony.

Although Exxon Corporation, its divisions and affiliates have numerous contracts with
departments of the Federal Government, none of them is related to the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation nor to this testimony before the Subcommittee.

Business address: Exxon Education Foundation
5959 Las Colinas Boulevard
Irving, Texas 75039-2298

Telephone: 972-444-1106
Fax: 972-444-1405
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DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENT
Required by House Rule Xi, clause 2(g)

1. Name: Donald R. Glaser

2. Business Address: 4 Scotch Heather
Littleton, Co. 80127

3. Business Phone Number: (303) 972-8272
4. Organization you are representing: none

S. Any training or educational certificates, diplomas or degrees which add to your
qualifications to testify on or knowledge of the subject matter of the hearing:
Graduate of Eastern Montana College with a degree in Business Administration and
Economics

6. Any professional licenses or certifications held which add to your gqualifications to
testify on or knowledge of the subject matter of the hearing: none

7. Any employment, occupation, ownership in a firm or business, or work-related
experiences which relate to your gualifications to testify on or knowledge of the
subject matter of the hearing:

Assistant Commissioner - Bureau of Reclamation (1989-1993)

Deputy Commissioner - Bureau of Reclamation {1993-1994)

State Director - Bureau of Land Management (1995-1996)

Executive Director - Western Water Policy Advisory Commission ( 1996-present)

8. Any offices, elected positions, or representational capacity held in the
organization on whose behalf you are testifying: 1 recently entered a contract
with the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation to execute and oversee contracts for
administration of Category HI Calfed funds for habitat restoration. This contract is
for up to $75,000 during the upcoming year.

9. Any Federal grants or contracts {including subgrants or subcontracts) which you
have received since October 1, 1994, from the Department of the Interior,
Department of Commerce, or Department of Agriculture, the source, and the
amount of each grant or contract:

1996-1997 - Executive Director, WWPRAC - Approximately $150,000 contract with
Reclamation
1997 - Review Carson City, Nevada offices - Approximately $17,000 contract with
Reclamation

10. Any Federal grants or contracts (including subgrants or subcontracts) which
were received since October 1, 1994, from the Department of the [nterior,
Department of Commerce, or Department of Agriculture by the organizaton(s)
which you represent at this hearing, including the source and amount of each
grant or contract: none

11. Any other information you wish to convey o the Commitiee which might aid the

members of the Committee to better understand the context of your testimony:
none
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Disclosure Requirement
Required by House Rule XI, clause 2 (g)

Name: Don R. Taylor

Business Address: 37 Villa Road, Suite 319, Greenville, SC 29615
Business Phone Number: 864-370-4477

Organization you are representing. Champion International Corporation
Any training or educational certificates, diplomas or degrees which add to your
qualifications to testify on or knowledge of the subject matter of the hearing:
Bachelor of Science in Forestry from the University of Georgia; a
Master’s degree in Forest Silviculture from Stephen F. Austin University;
and an M.B.A. from Columbia University

Any professional licenses or certifications held which add to your qualifications
to testify on or knowledge of the subject matter of the hearing: Serves on
Board of Directors of the American Forest and Paper Association for
private forestry, The Forest Landowner’s Association, and the Cradle of
Forestry. Former member of the Board of Governors of the National
Forest Products Asseciation.

Any employment, occupation, ownership in a firm or business, or work-related
experiences which relate to your qualifications to testify on or knowledge of
the subject matter of the hearing: None

Any offices, elected positions, or representational capacity held in the
organization on whose behalf you are testifying. None

Any Federal grants or contracts (including subgrants or subcontracts) which
you have received since October 1, 1994, from the Department of the Interior,
Department of Commerce, or Department of Agriculture, the source, and the
amount of each grant or contract: None

Any Federal grants or contracts (including subgrants or subcontracts) which
you have received since October 1, 1994, from the Department of the Interior,
Department of Commerce, or Department of Agriculture by the organization(s)
which you represent at this hearing, including the source and amount of each
grant or contract: None

Any other information you wish to convey to the Committee which might aid
the members of the Committee to better understand the context of your
testimony: None
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DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENT
Required by House Rule X1, clause 2(g)

Naine:
pittimmt C. M{.ur N,
Business Address:
PO Drocer 3536 quc‘éu Hz. gseor
Business Phone Number:
E28 - 558 -2 470
Organization you are repressnting
Ao e \ﬁez/exéra/; Gt p
Any training or educational certificates, diplomas or degrees which add to your qualifications to
tostify on or knowledge of the subject marter of the hearing:

Asy profassional licenses or cartifications held which add to your qualifications to testify on or
imowledge of the subject matter of the hearing:

Any enuployment, occupstion, ownership in & firm or business, or work-relsted expericnces
which relate to your qualifications to testify on or knowledge of the subject matter of the

YAV dediiry Phiodir, 2t lot s or

Any offices, elected positions, or represeatationsl capacity held in the organization on whose
behalf you are testifying:
Presadur 8 Trcusarer

Any Federal grants or contracts (including subgrants or subcontracts) which you have recaived
since October 1, 1994, from the Departroent of the Interior, Department of Commserce, or
Department of Agricuiture, the source, and the amount of each graat or contract:

?fu)s

Any Federal grants or contracts (including subgrants or subcontgacts) whhhmnedvndm
October 1, 1994, from the Department of the Interior, Department of Commerce, or Depart-
ment of Agriculture by the oxganization(s) which you represeat at this hearing, including the
wureemdmoumofeuchgnmoxcnnmct

Lks.. /l,omz,od "-’m{ cwd A//;ér/mfc Fm.:);/a%oﬂ MR
160, 600

Any other information you wish to convey to the Committes which might aid the members of
the Comntittee 10 better understand the context of your testimony:
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Education:

Professional Experience;

Publications:
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DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENT

Jonathan H. Adler

1001 Connecticut Avenue NW, Suite 1250
Washington, DC 20036

(202) 331-1010

Competitive Enterprise Institute

Director of Environmental Studies

Yale University — B.A. History, magna cum laude
Director of Environmental Studies, CEl

Columnist, Land Rights Letter
Contributing Editor, Intellectual Ammunition

Environmentalism at the Crossroads (1995)

editor, CE/ Environmental Briefing Book (1996)

editor, Free Market Environmental Bibliography (1996)
editor, The Costs of Kyoto (1997, forthcoming)
“Benchmarks”™ in The True State of the Planet (1995)
“Clean Fuels, Dirty Air” in Environmental Politics (1992)

NONE. The Competitive Enterprise Institute accepts no
government funding of any kind.
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DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENT
Required by House Rule XI, clause 2(g)

1. Name:,[a/s (///““} /Séa Je R,

Lo o, KD $5E77
3. Business Phone Number: R0 ¥ - 433 - 3000 )
(it Qg A 7 2luer
4. Organization you are representing: Q Ja“g W ‘ké/d
Coati e _

5. Any training or educational certificates, diplomas or degrees which add to your qualifications
to testify on or knowledge of the subject matter of the hearing:

2. Business Address: X0, Box 3 7

6. Any professional licenses or certifications held which add to your qualifications to testify on
or knowledge of the subject matter of the hearing:

7. Any employment, occupation, ownership in a firm or business, or work related experiences

which relate to your qualifications to tgstify on or knowledge of the subject matter of the hearing:
Cenautliongn a0 Lh éwwv TWas o igelatiag s »
La 0;@‘\4%@ —FFLJLEIT, Mt i) Eo isg Aleak ¢! %2
N4 &% / [lori- Q:‘w—ﬁ,&oe ST Qppealo & _priallco

8. of 1ces,“éiected positions, or rg ‘resentatgnnal capacity held in the organization on whose

behalf you are testifying: 3 o@uﬁ a{‘ BT N PV

9. Any federal grants or contracts (including subgrants or subcontracts) which you have received
since October 1, 1994, from any Federal agencies or departments, the source and the amount of

each grant or contract: /’U 0

10. Any federal grants or contracts (including subgrants or subcontracts) which were received
since October 1, 1994, from any Federal agencies or departments by the organization(s) which
you represent at this hearing, including the source and amount of each grant or contract:

O

11. Any other information you wish to convey to the committee which might aid the members of
the Committee to better understand the context of your testimony:
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Dimensions 96

Dimensions 96 is Exxon's annual report on its 1996 contributions of almost $54.8 million
- about $41.7 million in the United States and more than $13 million in other countries. It
lists organization in the United States that received grants of $5,000 or more from Exxon
Corporation, its divisions and affiliates. Contributions in other countries are summarized.
It includes the annual report of the Exxon Education Foundation.
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National Fish and Wildlife Foundation
1120 Connecticut Ave, NW
Suite 900
Washington, DC 20036
(202) 857-0166; (202) 857-0162 fax

tiger@nfwi.org

The Save the Tiger Fund — A Special Project of the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation in Partnership with the Exxon Corporation

On September 28, 1995 the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation and Exxon launched the Save
the Tiger Fund (STF), an international effort to assist in the long-term survival of Asia's remaining
populations of wild tigers. Exxon pledged $5 million over five years to tiger conservation, one of
the largest single corporate donations ever made for an endangered species. The establishment of
the Save the Tiger Fund represents a real commitment by Exxon and the Foundation to save the tiger
from extinction in the wild through the generous funding of a diverse and effective group of
conservation projects. This sort of commitment is desperately needed; the wild tiger is more
imperiled now than ever before, as increased poaching and relentless habitat loss threaten the tiger's
survival throughout its range.

Since its launch in the fall of 1995, the Save the Tiger Fund has supported 41 projects with a total
of $3,348,712. Over $400,000 of this funding has been raised from the general public. Thousands
of individuals, from school children to business professionals, have joined Exxon and the
Foundation in the effort to save the tiger, and their contributions are making an impact from the
National Zoo in Washington, DC to Kaziranga National Park in the jungles of India. To contribute,
please send a check marked Save the Tiger Fund to the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation.

Save the Tiger Fund projects fall into five basic categories:

1. Tiger Range Conservation Projects—This category consists of projects which are
performed in tiger range countries and are focused on saving the tiger in the wild through
on-the-ground conservation efforts. Projects include field studies, habitat protection, and
anti-poaching measures.

2. Tiger Range Support Projects—This group includes projects which are performed or
conducted in tiger range countries but do not fall into the above category. Projects include
meetings and conferences, zoo and captive breeding support, and mapping and status
assessment reports.
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3. International Education Projects—This category consists of projects performed outside
of tiger range states. The emphasis of this group of projects is education and public
awareness efforts to increase people’s knowledge of the tiger’s plight and produce
widespread support for tiger conservation activities.

4. Fundraising and Promotional Projects—By appealing to the general public for donations,
these projects raise funds to support other Save the Tiger Fund grants.

S. Other Tiger Projects—These are tiger conservation projects which the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation has supported in partnership with Exxon. Funding for these projects
is in addition to Exxon's $5 million pledge mentioned previously.

While these projects are separated into categories for the sake of organization, it is important to note
that on a fundamental level, all of these projects are connected by a common goal: the continued
survival of the tiger in the wilds of Asia. Some critics would say that such a goal is unattainable, that
the pressures and threats posed by encroaching human populations are too great to overcome. These
critics would add that the Save the Tiger Fund, while a noble effort, in the end will produce little or
no progress. The Foundation acknowledges that the threats to the tiger are daunting, but we also
firmly believe that the projects we are funding are producing real and powerful results.

In the rainforests of Sumatra, Ron Tilson’s field work is producing valuable insight into the ecology
and biology of tigers in Way Kambas National Park. In turn, this insight is helping to shape the
development of long-term management plans for the area, which seek to ensure the continued
survival of the region’s tigers. The Hornocker Wildlife Institute is conducting similar efforts for the
Siberian tiger in the Russian Far East. A new project, lead by Ullas Karanth, will support a wide-
ranging tiger conservation efforts in high priority regions in southern India. Smaller scale field-
study and protection projects have also begun in Thailand and Cambodia. Two anti-poaching
projects in India and a similar project in Russia are helping to reduce poaching pressures in key tiger
habitat, while a project in Royal Chitwan National Park is restoring previously degraded lands into
prime tiger habitat. Grants to Taman Safari Indonesia and the London Zoo have provided urgently
needed funds to improve the captive breeding and management programs of zoos in tiger range
states, while funding to the Dallas Zoo and the Smithsonian Institution have initiated major
rebuilding efforts of tiger exhibits here in the States. These exhibits reach millions of visitors,
helping to educate the people on the tiger’s plight and how they can help save it from extinction.
With support from the Save the Tiger Fund, the Minnesota Zoo has established the Tiger
Information Center, a widely-used clearinghouse for up-to-date information on tigers and related
conservation issues. A grant from STF allowed the World Wildlife Fund and the Wildlife
Conservation Society to conduct a detailed assessment of tiger viability across its range. This
assessment provides the Foundation and the Save the Tiger Fund Council with a powerful tool for
determining the most valuable use of available Save the Tiger Fund resources and other tiger
conservation funds. Perhaps more importantly, this assessment demonstrated that, although the
threats to the tiger’s survival are immense, thoughtful and well-guided projects have the potential
to make a real difference. And that is just what the Foundation and the Save the Tiger Fund Council
intend to do.
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1995-1997 Save the Tiger Fund Projects’

Tiger Range Couservation Projects (15 projects totalling $1,470,583)

Project: Cambodia Tiger Conservation

Grantee: World Wildlife Fund

Funding: $30,000 in 1997

Description: This project will support ongoing and planned efforts by the WWF-Indochina
Program to determine the distribution and relative abundance of tigers in the Virachay-Xe Piane-
Yok Don Tiger Conservation Unit (TCU) in northeastern Cambodia and will develop a landscape-
level conservation plan using tigers as an umbrella species in this region. The project will also train
local conservationists to conduct field surveys and develop conservation plans for other high priority
TCUs in Cambodia. Project collaborators include Cambodia's Ministry of Environment.

Project: Chitwan Habitat Restoration

Grantee: World Wildlife Fund

Funding: $59,200 in 1996

Description: This project will continue habitat regeneration programs in buffer zones around
Royal Chitwan National Park in Nepal. Specifically the project hopes to successfully régenerate the
degraded riverine forests and grassiands on the eastern periphery of the park thereby providing a
major wildlife corridor linking Chitwan to one of the premier wetland habitats in the northern
subcontinent. By integrating local communities in the process and creating an econormic incentive
for protection through the establishment of eco-tourism ventures, managers and conservation
organizations have already achieved excellent results in Chitwan aad its surrounding buffer zones.
This project hopes to continue and expand upon this foundation of success. Project collaborators
include the King Mahendra Trust for Nature Conservation and Nepal's Department of National Parks
and Wildlife Conservation.

Project: Karnatwka Tiger Conservation

Grantee: Wildlife Conservation Society, India Program

Funding: $100,000 in 1997

Description: This project will conduct a wide variety of tiger conservation activities to secure the
survival of tigers and their prey communities in and around the Dandeli-Bandipur Tiger
Conservation Units in Karnataka State in southern India. The project will involve focused and
intensive field study work, anti-poaching operations, law enforcement and volunteer training,
environmental education, and habitat acquisition support. Project collaborators include the
Government of Karnataka State, Center for Wildlife Studies, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's Office
of Foreign Affairs, Mangalore University, Solus Communications, and Wildlife First!

!please note that 1997 STF project slate is not complete. Several projects are currently pending and not all
of the 1997 STF funding has been allocated.
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Project: Kaziranga National Park Anti-Poaching Project

Grantee: Ranthambhore Foundation

Funding: $25,000 in 1996

Description: This project will fund the purchase of three 4x4 vehicles to support anti-poaching
operations in Kaziranga National Park. The park is located in the Brahmaputra river floodplains in
the eastern Indian state of Assam and is home to a great abundance of wildlife, including over 1100
rhinos and between 50 to 75 tigers. The staff of the park is motivated and committed to
conservation, but it currently lacks the adequate equipment needed to control the high levels of
poaching pressure in the area. The donated vehicles will greatly improve the park staff's ability to
patrol and protect the park's wildlife treasures.

Project: Malaysia Tiger Conservation

Grantee: Malaysia Department of Wildlife and Parks

Funding: $124,000 in 1997

Description This project will conduct a census of all wild tiger populations in Malaysia and
establish an up-to-date computer-based information system for wild tigers. Using these up-to-date
population estimates to assess population viability, the project will develop a long-term conservation
strategy for wild tigers, as well as establishing increased anti-poaching and habitat protection
programs. This program will also provide the Malaysian Zoo Association the means to further
strengthen its captive management program, providing a conservation linkage to field operations and
to the global tiger captive program.

Project: Manas National Park Anti-Poaching Project

Grantee: Ranthambhore Foundation

Funding: $27,000 in 1997

Description: This project will fund the purchase of three 4x4 vehicles to support anti-poaching
operations in Manas National Park. The park is located in the biologically-rich, eastern Indian state
of Assam and is home to a great abundance of wildlife, including elephants, gaur, wild boar, several
species of deer and lesser cats, and between 3040 tigers. Like at Kaziranga, the staff of the park
is motivated and committed to conservation, but it currently lacks the adequate equipment needed
to control the high levels of poaching pressure in the area. The donated vehicles will greatly
improve the park staff's ability to patrol and protect the park's wildlife treasures.

Project: Siberian Tiger Project-I111II

Grantee: Hornocker Wildlife Institute

Funding: $225,000 in 1995, $225,000 in 1996, and $150,000 in 1997

Description: This grant helps support the Hornocker Wildlife Institute’s field work in the Russian
Far East. The Institute continues to collect and analyze new and important data on the biology and
ecology of tigers in the world’s largest remaining contiguous tiger habitat. Project work includes
capturing tigers and fitting them with radio collars, securing genetic and medical samples of these
tigers, tracking their movements, and monitoring changes to their habitat and to the prey species they
depend upon for food. This field data is already helping the researchers develop large-scale
conservation strategies and land use plans for the region. In addition, the project continues to
provide an environmental education program to local residents. This program, which is targeted
primarily at school children and local hunters, seeks to generate widespread public support for tiger
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conservation and sustainable development. Project collaborators include the Wildlife Conservation
Society, WWE-Germany, WWF-US, U S. Agency for International Development, Russia's Ministry
of Ecology, and the Far Eastern Branches of the Academy of Sciences.

Project: Stberian Tiger Protection Project

Grantee: Global Security Network

Funding: $53,0301n 1996

Description: This project will support the Global Security Network's continued efforts to protect
the Siberian Tiger in Russia's Far East. As the Siberian Tiger Support Coalition Coordinator, the
Global Security Network provides technical and financial assistance to three wildlife protection
groups working to eliminate poaching and ensure the survival of tigers in the region. The project
complements the field research of the Homocker Institute through anti-poaching patrols,
investigations and intelligence work, environmental education programs, and community outreach
efforts.  Project collaborators include Tusk Force and three local anti-poaching teams: Operation
Amba, Zov Taigi, and Druzhina.

Project: Stkhote-Alin Reserve Extension

Grantee: Homocker Wildlife Institute

Funding: $50,000 in 1995

Description: This grant provided financial assistance for the addition of the Kolumbey extension
into the Sikhote-Alin Reserve in the Russian Far East. The Kolumbey River watershed supports the
ecological integrity of the reserve, and it is therefore considered important for the protection of
Siberian tigers in the area. More specifically, financial support for the local forestry service provided
for the construction of a fuel station and ranger accommodations; the purchase of gasoline, motor
oil, and spare parts for patrol vehicles; and the purchase of uniforms for rangers.

Project: Sumatran Tiger Field Study-1 11111
G 3 ¢ Mi sta Zoo F dation

Funding: $150,000 in 1995, $128,300 in 1996, and $81,033 in 1997

Description; Now in its third year, this grant supports Dr. Ronald Tilson’s long-tenm field study
of wild Sumatran tigers in South Sumatra, Indonesia. The project is designed to develop accurate
information on the distribution, status, and ecology of wild tigers in and around Way Kambas
National Park. The project continues to collect tiger life history characteristics, resolve human-tiger
conflicts, and train Indonesian conservation officers and officials on tiger assessment and
management techniques. The project will also develop community-based education programs for
local villagers living near the study area. The combined data from the project will be used by the
Indonesian Ministry of Forestry to develop effective interactive management strategies for wild tiger
populations throughout Sumatra. Project collaborators include Indonesia's Department of Forest
Protection and Nature Conservation, Taman Safart Indonesian, Indonesian Institute of Sciences, and
IUCN CBSG Tiger Global Animal Survival Plan.
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Project: Thailand Tiger Conservation and Assessment

Grantee: University of Minnesota

Funding: $43,000 in 1997

Description: This project consists of four sub-projects designed to evaluate the status of tigers in
Thailand's Western Forest Complex and to develop conservation management strategies for the
region. More specifically, the project 1) will conduct field surveys of the western forests to
determine abundance and distribution of tigers in the area, 2) classify the Digital Thematic Mapper
data of the western forest adjacent habitat in Myanmar using an automated procedure to establish
a set of spectral classes that can be assigned to land cover types. Cover types will be scored as good
to poor quality tiger habitat based on the presence and the relative abundance of prey, and 3)
establish a Geographic Information System (GIS) database for the Western Forest Complex which
highlights critical issues and threats to tigers and related ecosystems. This database will help initiate
and guide ecosystem-based conservation planning and protection. Project collaborators include
Thailand's Royal Forestry Department.

Tiger Range Support Projects (14 projects totalling $362,670)

Project: Action Plan for the Amur Tiger

Grantee: London Zoo, a division of the Zoological Society of London

Funding: $41,000 in 1996

Description: This project is a direct product of the European Amur Tiger Meeting, a 1995 STF
project. The Action Plan seeks to improve the management of the captive population of Amur tigers
in Russia and surrounding countries. This captive population serves as both a genetic reservoir for
the subspecies and an educational resource for the Russian public. Implementation of the Action
Plan will improve the current situation by improving husbandry and veterinary standards, providing
translated educational materials, increasing inter-zoo communication. Project collaborators include
the Moscow Zoo, Berlin's Institute of Zoo and Wild Animal Medicine, London's Institute of
Zoology, and the International Zoo Veterinary Group.

Project: Asia Tiger Geographic Information System (GIS)

Grantee: Minnesota Zoo Foundation

Funding: $20,000 in 1995

Description: This project developed a Geographic Information System to map tiger habitat and
collect data on factors affecting tiger survival, including: 1) areas of existing protected forest; 2)
vegetation type and condition; 3) level of human pressures on protected areas; 4) relative prey
availability; and 5) presence or absence of tigers in study grids. The data that was collected during
the project will aid in the planning of long-range conservation measures.

Project: CAMRIS Conservation Technology Training

Grantee: World Wildlife Fund

Funding: $10,000 in 1997

Description: The objective of this project is to enhance the conservation of tigers and their prey
by making geographic information processing capability and applied conservation science available
to individuals and institutions involved in front-line tiger conservation activities. The project itself
will consist of a series of workshops that will train individuals involved with Level I tiger

6
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conservation in the basic principles of operating CAMRIS, an extremely user-friendly vector-based
GIS. Such acknowledge vastly improves wildlife managers' ability to prioritize their conservation
strategy and to explain the need for conservation planning to relevant government officials. Project
collaborators include Cambodia's Ministry of Environment.

Project: European Amur Tiger Meeting

Grantee: London Zoo, a division of the Zoological Society of London

Funding: $45,000 in 1995

Description: This grant provided funds for a meeting in Moscow of the European Zoo community
for the purpose of developing a European Breeding Program for Amur (Siberian) tigers. As part of
the project, plans were formulated to implement various captive breeding measures such as inter-zoo
tiger transfers and improved husbandry. Project collaborators include the Moscow, Kiev, Leipzig
and Minnesota Zoos and the European Zoo and Aquarium Association.

Project: Indochinese Tiger Master Plan

Grantee: Minnesota Zoo Foundation

Funding: $20,000 in 1995

Description: This grant provided funding for a workshop, held in Thailand, which developed a
managed captive breeding program for Indochinese tigers within the Zoological Parks Organization.
The project established studbooks, master plans, animal health and husbandry manuals, protocols,
and tiger facility design and construction guidelines for Indochinese tigers. Project collaborators
include the Zoological Parks Organization of Thailand, the Asian Tiger Fund, and the TUCN/SSC
Conservation Breeding Specialist Group.

Project: Rachaburi Tiger Program

Grantee: Thai Tiger Conservation Fund

Funding: $13,000 in 1995

Description: This grant supported the purchase of printing equipment for the Khao Prathub Chang
Wildlife Conservation Station for the production of its educational brochures and leaflets. The
station purchased silk screen photography and printing equipment, along with other supplies. Esso
Thailand, an international affiliate of Exxon, has a representative in close contact with the station
to discuss the project with station personnel. Esso will continue to support station activities based
on their assessment of the activities’ value.

Project: Reproduction Problems of Captive South China Tigers

Grantee: Minnesota Zoo Foundation

Funding: $50,000 in 1997

Description: This grant will continue the South China Tiger project begun by the Minnesota Zoo
in 1995. A team of tiger specialists will return to China to provide a training and technology transfer
course for veterinarians, medical staff, reproductive staff and animal management staff for several
Chinese zoos currently housing South China tigers. More rigorous animal health practices, such as
a vaccination program, endodontic repair and a standardized medical records system will be initiated
at Chinese zoos. Multiple management issues will be analyzed to determine the primary factors
contributing to the low reproductive output of South China tigers. Currently, the low reproductive
rate threatens the survival of the captive population.  Project collaborators include the Chinese



138

Association of Zoological Gardens and the JIUCN/SSC Conservation Breeding Specialist Group.

Project: South China Tiger Program

Grantee: Minnesota Zoo Foundation

Funding: $70,000 in 1995 (Note: funds provided directly to grantee by Exxon)

Description: This grant assisted in the development of a plan for improving captive breeding
programs for the South China tiger, which is the rarest of all living tiger subspecies. Presently there
are 50 South China tigers in captivity, and these numbers are declining. In the wild the situation is
even more grim. At most, 30 South China tigers remain in remote, mountainous locations, but there
have been no confirmed live sightings of the creatures in several years. Project collaborators
include the Chinese Association of Zoological Gardens, the IUCN/SSC Conservation Breeding
Specialist Group and the American Zoo and Aquarium Association Tiger Species Survival Plan,

Project: Sumatran Tiger Immobilization Kits

Grantee: Taman Safari Indonesia

Funding: $20,000 in 1995

Description: This grant funded the purchase of eight immobilization kits for zoos in the Indonesian
system so that annual physical examinations of tigers can be performed by zoo staff. The Sumatran
Tiger Masterplan recommends annual examinations, but the zoos previously lacked the necessary
equipment to immobilize the tigers. )

Project: Sumatran Tiger Masterplan

Grantee: Taman Safari Indonesia

Funding: $11,250 in 1996

Description: Funding for this project will support the completion of the Sumatran Tiger
Masterplan, which provides for the establishment of a quality captive breeding program for
Sumatran tigers in Indonesian zoos. A well-managed captive population in this important tiger
range state is crucial for public education efforts and for the maintenance of genetic diversity.

- Project: Tiger Assessment-1I1

Grantee: World Wildlife Fund (WWF) and Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS)

Funding: $25,000 in 1995 and $10,600 in 1996

Description: The first of these two projects developed a priority-setting framework for tiger
conservation activities across tiger range. The report maps and ranks tiger conservation units from
India east across Indochina and Southeast Asia while also providing a detailed assessment of trade
issues. The assessment provides National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, the Save the Tiger Fund
Council, and other tiger conservation interests with a powerful tool for determining the most
valuable use of available Save the Tiger Fund resources and other tiger conservation funds. In the
second phase, WWF and WCS revised, published and distributed their tiger conservation assessment
to a wide, international audience, with a special focus on interested parties in tiger range states and
potential donors. In addition, WWF and WCS is working to publish an overview of the assessment's
methods in a peer-reviewed scientific journal. Project collaborators include the World Conservation
Monitoring Center and the Asian Bureau for Conservation.
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Project: Tiger Link

Grantee: Ranthambhore Foundation

Funding: $7,000 in 1996

Description: This project will fund the operations of Tiger Link, a network of groups and
individuals committed to saving the Bengal tiger in the wild. Tiger Link seeks to unite various
interests to better allocate scarce resources, concentrate conservation efforts, and provide mutual
support for field workers. Grant money will fund meetings and the publication of the group’s
newsletter.

Project: Workshop on Tiger Census Techniques

Grantee: University of Minnesota

Funding: $19,820 in 1996

Description: This project consists of a five-day conference on tiger censusing to be held in Nepal.
The purpose of this workshop is to bring together experts from all range states to discuss and
critique current and past methodologies, to consult with census specialists well-versed in the
problems of counting large, secretive mammals, and to derive a set of criteria to be used when
implementing census techniques. Project collaborators include Nepal's Department of National
Parks and Wildlife Conservation

International Education Projects
(10 projects totalling $842,747)

Project: CBSG Newsletter

Grantee: Minnesota Zoo Foundation

Funding: $20,000 in 1995

Description: The Conservation Breeding Specialist Group (CBSG) is a network of 7,000 wildlife
management professionals and scientists in 170 countries involved in captive breeding programs.
The grant supported the publication of the CBSG Newsletter, which is the group’s primary
communications tool.

Project: National Geographic World: Tiger Cards

Grantee: National Geographic Society

Funding: $86,000 in 1995

Description: This project consisted of the publication of a four-page informational pullout in
National Geographic World magazine which educated readers on basic tiger facts (size, hunting
techniques, breeding, and range) with an emphasis on the tiger’s plight. The tiger cards appeared in
the December 1995 issue of World

Project: Smithsonian Tiger! Exhibits

Grantee: Smithsonian Institution

Funding: $100,000 for 1995, $175,000 in 1996, and $25,000 in 1997

Description: This grant will allow Smithsonian to 1) successfully renovate the Museum of Natural
History's Tigers! exhibit; 2) develop “The Tiger Place,” an activity center at the National Zoo,
modelled afier the Cheetah Conservation Station’s “Kids Trail,” and 3) improve tiger exhibit areas
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at the National Zoo with a series of illustrated signs and graphics, spotting scopes, and educational
display materials. These projects will help both children and adults to learn about the wild tiger and
to understand the tiger’s conservation needs.

Project: Tiger Education Priorities and Travelling Exhibit for Tigers

Grantee: American Zoo and Aquarium Association (AZA)

Funding: $85,000 in 1995 and $75,000 in 1996

Description: The first phase of this project provided a grant to AZA to bring together experts in
education, design, and interpretation to develop priority projects for funding by the Save the Tiger
Fund. In the second phase, based on input received from the first phase, AZA, in cooperation with
its member institutions, developed a travelling exhibit and an exhibit graphics package. The goals
of this travelling exhibition are to educate people about tigers, the problems they face, and the efforts
zoos and other organizations are making to conserve them. Specific elements to be incorporated into
the travelling exhibition include: 1) Tiger Habitats, 2) Be a Tiger!, 3) Tigers and People, and 4)
Tiger Conservation. In addition, a video kiosk and a graphics package were developed under this
grant.

Project: Tiger Information Center-III111

Grantee: Minnesota Zoo Foundation

Funding: $92,147 in 1995, $85,850 in 1996, and $50,250 in 1997

Description: This grant funds the development and operation of the Tiger Information Center
under the direction of the Conservation Breeding Specialist Group (CBSG) and the Minnesota Zoo
Foundation. The Tiger Information Center ties together a number of educational components to
provide a comprehensive information resource to serve a range of needs from those of school
children to conservation researchers. Components of the center include: 1) North American captive
breeding program coordination and Global Animal Survival Plan for tigers (Tiger GASP); 2)
CBSG’s genome resource bank for tigers; 3) International Species Information System that collects,
pools, and distributes information on captive animals; and 4) a toll-free information system (1-800-
STIGERS) and a World Wide Web site (http://www.5Stigers.org) on the Internet.

Project: Tiger White Paper and Tiger Conservation Management

Grantee: Minnesota Zoo Foundation

Funding: $38,500 in 1995

Description: This project provided funding to produce a summary of current research, including
the status of tiger subspecies, tiger habitat, government programs in tiger host countries, tiger
reproduction and genetics issues, and captive breeding programs in zoos around the world. The
grant also helped fund general management of a broad range of tiger conservation projects, including
the Sumatran Tiger Field Study.

Project: Year of the Tiger Conference

Grantee: Minnesota Zoo Foundation

Funding: $10,000 in 1997

Description: This project will support the developmental and planning phases of the Year of the
Tiger Conference. This conference will be an international meeting on the problems and solutions
for tiger conservation. The conference will be held in February, 1998. Project collaborators include

10
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the Hornocker Wildlife Institute and the IUCN Cat Specialist Group.
Fundraising and Promotional Projects (1 project totalling $72,712)

Project: Exxon Credit Card Inserts

Grantee: McCann Erickson

Funding: $72,712 in 1995

Description: This project developed and produced a flyer on the Save the Tiger Fund. The flyer
included an appeal for donations and was distributed by Exocon with its credit card bills. This project
has brought public donations which has been used to help fund other STF projects.

Other Tiger Projects (1 project totalling $600,000)

Project: Dallas Zoo “Exxon Endangered Tiger Exhibit"-111,1I]

Grantee: Dallas Zoological Society

Funding:  $200,000 in 1995, 1996, and 1997, a total of $765,000 pledged

Description: The 1995-1997 grants were for the planning and design of an endangered tiger exhibit
at the Dallas Zoo. In 1997, the Dallas Zoo selected a final design for the exhibit and will award a
construction contract. Actual exhibit construction will begin in early 1998. City of Dallas bond
funding and Exxon’s remaining commitment will fund the actual construction of the new exhibit ,
which will open in May, 1999.

7.RPT
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Newsletter promotes survival of tigers in the wild
Welcome to the first edition of Tiger Watch.

This newsletter is dedicated to keeping friends of the Save The Tiger
Fund abreast of efforts to save tigers in the wild.

Sponsored by the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation and Exxon, the
tund has raised more than $3.5 million to support 41 tiger projects in Asic,
as well as research at universities and zoos around the world.

More than $400,000 of this tunding has been raised from the general
public, i from Exxon in both the United
States ond Europe. A list of some of the projects appears inside.

“We invite everyone to jain the rescue of the tiger,” says Amos Eno, exec-
utive director of the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation.

“We appreciate everyone’s support of the Save The Tiger Fund,” says

lodi —

Tony Atkiss, Exxon’s vice president of public atfairs. “Public support is essen-
tial to saving tigers in the wild.”

When the fund was created in 1995, Exxon pledged $1 million a year for
at least five years for tiger conservation, one of the largest corporate grants

ever made for an endongered species.

It’s hard to imagine a world without tigers roaming wild and free. Yet with
poaching on the rise and humans encroaching on their habitat, these majes-
tic cats are imperiled more than ever before. Fewer than 7,500 tigers still sur-
vive in the wildemness.

The Save The Tiger Fund gives everyone a chance to help rescue them.

For Friends of the Save The Tiger Fund

SPRING SUMMER 1997

Tiger cub moves from
Siberia to Minnesota

In @ transicr desenbed by expers as
‘extraordinarily rare.” an endangered
tiger cub from Siberia was flown to o
new home at the Minnesota Zoo in
Apple Valley

Funded by Exxon, the move was
areanged by the Hornocker Wildlife

Institate in Tdabo and the American

Zoo and Aquatium Association’s Tiger
Species survival Blan

Namied Globus, the cub gained in-
stant fame when Netional Geographic
featured hin: on the cover of s Feb-
uary issue

A recent Nationzl Geographic spe-
cial on NBC-TV also featured Globus
in 4 report on Siberian siger research
supported by the Save The Tiger Fund

e s a first gencration offspring
of two Siberiar tigers. of which fewer
than 500 survive in the wild.

Globus will eveatually be bred as
part of an inernational 200 progsam
o assure e continued existence of

siherian tigers

How you can help
save the tiger

AE TRE TIGER
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World tiger experts meet in London

Tiger expens from around the world
met in London recently 1o exchange
information and to tatk about plans to
save the fast of the tigers sl surviv-
ing in the wild.

Organized by the Zoological $o-
ciety of London and sporsered by
Exxon’s affiliate in the United King-
dormn, the Tigens 2000 conference wis
the first major scientific meeting dedi-
cated 10 tigers in maore than 10 years,
Leading conservationists covered every
aspexy of tiger conservation, from genet-
s 1o ecckogy.

Speakers conveyed a mixed pic-

wre of tigers' prospects for survival,
For example, several years ago, few
experts would have prediced that
Russia's tigers would make it past the
end of the century, pointing to pover-
ty rates and the lucrative Asian market
for tiger parts.

But anti-poaching strategies in Siberia
are proving successful, and the tiger
population is now making a comeback
there. 5till, some tiger subspecies rmay
be wxtinct in 20 years.

The Navonal Fish and Wildlife
Foundation and Exxon participated in
the two-day meeting

Dos't it T Stwiers L,

Council of experts oversees tiger projects
An independent council of the workd's leading zoologists, canservationists and other tiger authoritics oversces the Save The
Tiger Fund and reviews projects propased by experts in wildlife conservation. Council members are:

Chatrman

Jobm Seidenstickar

Curator of Mammals, National
Zoological Park, Smithsonian
Institution, Washingten, DC

Members

Sydney 1. Butler

Executive Director, American Zoo
and Aquarium Association

Amos §. Eno

Executive Director,

National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

Peter Jackson
Chairman, Cat Specialist Group,
World Conservation Union

Maossholl P Jones

Assislant Director,

International Affairs

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Mohd Kivan bin Momin Xhan
Chaimnan, Asian Rhino

Specialist Group,

World Conservation Union

Colin Rees

Division Chief of the Land, Water and
Narurat Habitats Division, World Bank

Free ads for the tigers

In addition to the thousands of
people who have already supported
the Save The Tiger Fund, the Long-
HayoesCarr agery, Winston Safem, North
Carolina, donated more than $250.000
in creative services for print and broad-

cast ads 1 generatc greater public
response and donations 1o the fund.
Kudos to the inspired staff of Long-
HaysesCarr. Look for the ads this year.

Ulysses 5. Seol

Chairrran, Conservation
Breeding Specialist Groups,
World Conservation Union
Lee G. Simmons

Directer, Henry Doorly Zoc,
Omaha, Nebraska

Ecology, University of Florida
Edward £ Abnort

President, Exxon Education
Foundation
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Kids, art and the big cats

More than 2000 children from all over the world responded o a call for poster
art that depicted the effect of shrinking habitat oa the endangered tigers. The
grand prize winner, grades 6 through 9, by Eric Ochor Heine, 14, of Mexico City,
is featured here. Nationsl Geographic Sociery's Wordd magazine, Exxon and the
National Fish and Wildlife Fourdation sponsored the contest.

Figer Wanch 1 prabiished periodically by
the Nutional 2 Wiktire Founda
tion and Exon Competion end - |
cquines and sequests o e subsnp

N

ot
Save The Tiger Fund i
i Nationat Fob and Wikt :
0
A Compeetinn Avemie, N8,
i Washangion, DO et
| Fstablisred b Congress1n 15941, the fotn

Found

| dation i povite. nonprofit ongmizaion
§ dedicated 1 e voner sbon of auid
Erfc Ochoa Heine's grandprizewinning tiger poster e o o

—__.._...—_—__....-..-.‘-___.._.-.-..-____....._....____._.._-..___-..‘

! How you can help save the last of the world's tigers in the wild

} The survival of tigers depends on all of s, Please join in this eritical effort by giving whatever you can. Make your check

I payable to the Save The Tiger Fund und mail with this coupon to:
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

Deparument 0642

1120 Connevticut Aveaue. N,

Washington, DC 20036-0642

To charge your contribution. simply fill in the blanks bulow, cut our this furm and mail it 1o the above address

i My ux-deductible contribution is: 1510 1825 (3350 I Qther $
I QausterCard [ VISA O Discover  Card No. Exp. Dute

} Nume,

: Address

i Ciry. State Zip,
[}
[

i ™

B e e e e e e 2 i T e S e i 2 2 e ]

For questions abowt donations. cait the National Fish and Wikliffe Foundation at (2022 8570106, Internet; www.Stigers.org

S " 2 B s e U o Mo o o 7
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Tigers to take four hours
of prime time television

a four-hour TV honanza

“Tiger Sunday

on the tger, will be televised national-

Iy on TBS-TV on Sunday. November 2

Presenied by Exson, the special

atures i two-hour National Geograpbic
Explorer presentation on tigers. fol-
lowed by the Wild! Life Adventiere pre-
micre of Tiger! which is a onc-hour
documentary on the Bengal tiger, and @
news feature about the endangered cats,

Tige

Sunday will be televised on
IBS from = pun. until 11 pm. Eastern
ime. See your newspaper for local

time:.

O Exxon television commercials
on Tiger Sunday will build public
awareness about the plight of the tiger
as an endungered species They
debuted last spang on Tigers of the
Snow, w National Geographic NBCT
special about Siberian tigers.

More thun =000 viewers called in.

and public contributions 1 the Save:

The Tiger Fund topped $31400 in the

three months following the special

For Friends of the Save The Tiger Fund

FALL WINTER 1997

Experts cite new hope for saving Siberian tigers
A few vears ago, wildlife experts held litte hope for the survival of the
Siberian tiger. But that may be changing

The latest census of Russia’s Siberian tigers shows the number of adults
is up by as much as 75 percent. from 200-250 in the early 1990s 10 some 350
today. Counting cubs. more than 400 Siberian tigers may tive in the wild.

Wildlife experts credit these encouraging gains to anti-poaching measures,
training of enforcement officials, public awareness programs and other con-
servation projects.

The largest of all ngers. the Siberian cats had fallen victim 0 poaching,
the loss of prey and the loss of their traditional habitat as people encroached
on forests and other spuarsely inhabited lands where these majestic beasts
live.

Since 1992, more than $1 million in contributions from the Save The Tiger
Fund. the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation and Exxon have helped wum
the tables in the tigers' favor by supporting projects in Russia, These include
a field program by the Homocker Wildlife Institute that stuclies tigers” eco-
logical needs. anti-poaching programs and research by zoos to improve cap-
tive-tiger management techniques,

In addition, Exxon recently gave $90000 o the State Committee for
Environmental Protection of the Russian Federation o buy patrol vehicles tor
anti-poaching operations.

A report on these and other findings will appear in Riding the Tiger:
Meeting the Needs of People and Wildlife in -
by Cambridge University Press

7. 2 book soon to he published

Tiger council welcomes
Indonesia’s Dr. Sumardja
Dr Effendy A, Sumardjn has joined the

independent council of leading zoolo-

gists, consenvationists and other tiger

authorities that oversces the e The
Tiger Fund. He is assistant minister for
environmental phinning in Indonesia’s
Ministry of Environment in Jakarta. The
author of many anicles on nature con-
servation, Dr. Sumardja is an authority
on park and wildlife management
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Saving the tiger depends on people who live with them

By Ela Dow
National Fish eowd Wildlifie Foundenion

In an interview, Di John Seidensticker,
cunttor of ks at the Smithsonzan
Institution's. National Zoological Park,
Washington, D.C., and chaiomun of tie

Save The Tiger Fund. sadks abou what

it will take to save e last of the
world's tigers in the wild

Just how endangered is the tiger?
The Fova Bali and Caspian tigees d

apprared within the past 50 yeurs
Some SRR o 000
tigers may stll survive in the wild, This

Goree forever,

is i best guess: we don'tknow for sure.
But they're scattered about and frag-
mented into about 160 or ore discon-
nucred places. You have wo think of the
tiger s« highly endingrered species.

What is the greatest threat?
tn the short term, 1's poaching 1o sup-
ply the enomous demand for tiger
purts used in traditionat Chinese medi-
cine. Longer rangg, iCs habitat foss, the
continuing loss of prey and of places
where tgers can live sy Bumans eacroach

on tiger ranges.

‘What role do zoos play in this?

Qur most important role is o keep the
public informed of the tiger's difficult
situation and try © gain support of our
effints o save tigers where they five, It
is surprising how few are aware that
tigers in the wild may become extinet.
Zoos also keep a base stock of tigers
to maintin  their widest  possible
genetic diversity.

How can the average person help?
First, go 10 a 700 and take 2 had Took
ut tigers. Ancther pkice 10 stagt is our
Tiger Informution  Center  (1-800-
STIGERS or htp: /www.Stigers.org on
the Ineenet). Once you know the ani-
mal. youll probably have far more
empathy with the offorts 1 save it

Second. rontribute w - the wmany
organizations involved in tiger conser-
vation in the field. et to know whit

they are doing. And get vour fricnds

ol e

Jesbr Sevdensticher

‘What about ecotourism and tigers?

Yes, go see a tiger in the wild,  This
helps make live tigers worth more than
dead fgers. Ecotounsls going to see
the animals spead money i communi-
tics near tiger habits, This gives e
ing tigers ceonomic value, s cxpen-
sve but one of the significant things
you can do.

Yowve said saving tigers depends
on people who live near them,
That's right.  In the end. the poeople
who live wih tgen have w0 care
enough to save them. They have t e
convinced that its worth their while.
We seek projects that co this.

Tigers capture support

Prospects for

for Russia’s he
Tiger Fund.

aguered Siberian tigers and stepped-up contibutions o the $:

One of these projecis is ia  com-
munity aext w0 the Royal Chitwan
National Park in Nepal,  People there
are actually udding tiger habitat. They
and hinos as

invlucte habitars for tige

plantings 10 produce

they do foresy
tmber for harvesting and grass for
thatching,

Can the tiger be saved?

juncture,  People
hecane complacent in the mid-1980s,
and the carly 19905 broame the darkest
hour for tigees becrse of poaching
Toxkey there is o far wider appreciation
of the threat. We have alked © gov-

We are at u critic

ernments involved, and there's been a
Fesponse to counter this threat.

I'my ot as pessinistic as | owas a
couple of vears ago There has heen 3
rsponse, @ concern, and we cn go
foreard.  Again. the key is working
with people who Jive with tigers.

. help o tiger

aving the svorld's tigers brightened recently with the first signs of hope

ve The

Sponsored by the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation and Exxon, the fund
has raised more thun $3.5 million. As more people have learned that tigers in the

wild may well become exting, they have donated mone:
tributions past the bal-million doflar mark

sending individual con-
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Recent study finds tiger count may be higher in Indonesia

A two-year study indicates there may

be more tigers in Indonesia than any-
one thought.

Dr. Ronald Tilson and 4 team of
other experts used 25 remote camenas
10 cournt tigers over a 160-square-Kilo-
meter range on Sumatea, Indonesia’s
largest island.  Triggered when tigers
break an invisible beam of tight. the
cameras capture them on color film.

s can tell one animal from

another because all tigers have differ-
€Nt stripe patterns
also record the animals by sex, size and

The researchers

other characteristics as well as use the
pictures 1o track individual tiger “home
ranges” and patterns of activity.

Tilson, of the Tiger
Information Center at the Minnesota
Zoo, and his team conducted the study

director

in the Way Kambas National Park. The
findings rise the prospect that more
tigers live in Sumatra than the 500 esti-
mated in 1992 A Sumatra-wide study
is under way to verify this

The Save The Tiger Fund has
donated more than $350,000 to the
Sumatran tiger project since 1995

i

4]




149

Sa% Tue TG B

Satoruat Fuh snd Wiklhe Fanddtion
10 Gorpetiont nenae, N
Fashungion £X. 2 1001

FIGER SUNDAYZ

Tiger Web site ranks high on Education index

“The Education Iridex, a guide to the best educational Internet sites, named the Save
The Tiger Fund Wieh site “an outstanding educational resource.” Designed
W serve everyone from second-graders to senior scholars, the Web site has
become a one-stop source for tiger information,

More than a million visitors have used it.

“It's a research tool for the scientific and conservation communitics,” says
Dr. Ronald Tilson, director of the Tiger Information Center at the Minnesota
Zoo.

Children learn “fun facis,” ke the “kids' guiz” or play interactive tiger
games, They also can visit the 200 to find out how it takes care of tigers.
Coring soon: video pictures of the zoo's tigers.

Tiger Web site:  http://www Stigers.org

Tiger Information Center toll-free phone: 1-800-5TIGERS.
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Tigor Wireh ix published perodicady by
the Nationat Fish and Wikllie Found-
don and Examn Comoration serd ine ©
quiries amd requents for v subwripe
oo |

Save The Tiger Fund

Nationa) Fish andt Wildlife

Foundation

1120 Conmecticut Avenue, N3

Washirgon. 1 20033920
$blished by Congress in 198, the foun-
itk & 1 ps st sonprofk ognizston
dosdficaial 1o the vonpservation of autued
ource.

Help rescue the lost of the world’s tigers in the wild

this coupon 1
Save The Tiger Fund
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation
Department 0642
Washingion, DC 200730642

My tax-deductible contibution is: {1810 1523 [1$350 O Other §

Send tax-deductible donations so the Save The Tiger Fund. Make checks payable to the Save The Tiger Fund and must with

To charge your contribution. simply fill in the blinks below, cut out this form and mail it to the alvove adkiress.

CIMasterCard  TIVISA O biscower  Card No, Exp. Dute
Name,

Address

City State Zp,
Signature

{3 Cheek here for free subscription 1o Tiger Watch (no donation requited) and 8l in your address shove,

ez

For information about donations, call the National Fish and Wildlife Founsdation at (202 857-0166. Internet: hwrpr://weww Stigers ong
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IN 1894, WHEN RUDYARD KIPLING CAPTURED THE MIGHT AND THE MYTH OF THE
tiger in The Jungle Book, more than 100,000 of them prowled the Asian continent.

Yet the majestic creature that not so long ago reigned supreme from the Caspian Sea
to the South China Sea, from Siberia to Sumatra now stands on the brink of extinction.

Fewer than 8,000 tigers survive today in their home ranges of Asia's jungles and moun-
tains. Estimates run from a low of 4,400 to a high of 7,700. And their numbers continue
to decline.

‘The Caspian tiger of western Asia and the last of Indonesia’s Bali and Javan tigers all
disappeared in our lifetime. That
leaves just five surviving subspecies of
Panthera tigris — the Siberian, Sumatran,
South China, Indochinese and
Bengal tigers.

Where did all the tigers go?

‘The decline and fall of the tiger is as
simple as it is brutal.

Throughout Asia, people increasingly
come into conflict with the natural
habitat of tigers and other animals. Vast
forests have been destroyed for lumber
and farming. What's left are islands
of jungle surrounded by burgeoning
F human populations trying to eke out a
living. Hunters and tigers often com-
pete for the same prey.

Besides competing with peopie for
land and food, the tiger has become
avictim of its own myth. Poachers trap
them to supply the lucrative black
market for pelts, bones and organs that
eastern myth and folk medicine claim
heal all manner of human ills, physical
and mental, and instill in men the
power of the tiger itself.

Although there are some 38 major
protected areas in Asian countries,
nearly one half of the tigers in the wild
live outside these ranges and are
unlikely to survive,

The Swiss-based World Conservation
Union has put all five kinds of tiger on
its endangered list. Of those five, the
rare South China, Siberian and Sumatran
tigers face a 50 percent probability of
extinction within two tiger generations.
That’s about 20 years.

It’s hard to imagine a world without
tigers roaming wild and free somewhere.
Yet the risk of losing them is real.
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There'’s new
hope of
rescuing an
animal whose
loss would
dimirish
us all.

ave the Tiger?

THE NATIONAL FISH AND WILDLIFLY
Foundation and Exxon Corporation are
spearheading a major new campaign
1o protect tigers from extinction.

The nonprofit foundation and the com-
pany have established the Save the Tiger
Fund to support the joint effort. And
Exxon has pledged $1 million a year for
at least five years to tiger conservation
projects around the world.

The new fund will
9 Sponsor plans designed by con-
servation experts 1o save the five kinds of
tiger across all of Asia.

A Promote grass-roots support by
making the public aware of the plight of
the tiger.

4 Encourage individuals and other
companies to make tax-deductible dona-
tions to the fund.

The foundation administers the fund.
and along with Exxon created an inde-
pendent council to run it. Its eight mem-
bers include some of the world's leading
zoologists. conservationists and authori-
ties on tigers. The council will monitor
projects, review preposals (o fund new
anes and suggest where action is needed
next.

Evolving and open-ended, the Save
the Tiger Fund started with three sub-

i ssified as critically endan-

China tigers - and the endangered
Indochinese tiger. India’s Bengal tiger is
included in a program funded by an
Fxxon affiliate in the United Kingdom.
‘The campaign supports a rultitude of
programs run by different experts with
various approaches to saving the tiger.



Although they may look alike to most
people, the five subspecies of Panthera
tigris are as different from one another
as Siamese cats are from alley cats

and other members of the feline famnily.
Furthermore, tigers' habitats are in
widely different environments, and all
the other conditions that hold their
fate also vary greatly.

That's why nio single blueprint can
possibly apply to all tigers. Thus,
strategies to save the largest land carni-
vores from extinction are necessarily
as diverse as tigers themselves.

Plans run the gamut from such
high-tech wonders as satellite mapping
that tracks tiger movements 1o forest
management techniques that foster
coexistence of people and animals.

The global strategy already reaches
into at least nine Asian countries and to
breeding programs at zoos in North
America, Europe and Australia. Exxon’s
role makes it one of the largest spon-
sors of projects to save tigers and one of
the largest corporate protectors of any
endangered species.

Although Exxon has a long tradition
of supporting other programs to save
endangered animals, the company has a
special relationship with Panthera tigris.
For most of the century, the tiger has
portrayed Exxon and its products with
grace, strength and pride.

“We are proud to take a leading role to
help save the tiger in the wild and pro-
mote public support to rescue an animal
whose loss would diminish us all,” says
[.ee Raymond, chairman of Exxon Corpor-
ation. “This program brings together
many of the world’s best experts to help
save the species.”
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“The success of the Save the Tiger
Fund ultimately depends on the support
of concerned citizens, other corporations
and foundations,” says Amos Eno,
executive director of the National Fish
and Wildlife Foundation.“We encourage
everyone to help us rescue one of
nature’s most regal creatures.”

Exxon contributions to the fund
already exceed $1 million this year.
Several of its foreign affiliates have
joined the campaign by funding some
of the programs. The rescue of the
tiger is off to a strong start.

It includes $225,000 to support a
team of Russian and American field
biologists studying the lifestyle and
habitat of the Siberian tiger. The
contribution continues the work of
the Siberian Tiger Project financed in
1992 by a three-year grant of $450,000
from the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation, the National Geographic
Society and Exxon.

‘The Hornocker Wildlife Research
Institute operates the project in the Rus-
sian Far East. The field study seeks to
earn more about the way tigers live,
what can be done to keep them healthy
and how to protect them from extinction.

‘The fund’s other major undertakings
currently include programs in Indo-
nesia and elsewhere in Southeast Asia
designed by experts at the Conservation
Breeding Specialist Group of the Swiss-
based World Conservation Union.
Drawing on the Tiger Global Animal
Survival Plan (GASP), their strategy is
based on real threats to the tiger,
knowledge of the beast and linking
captive management programs to tigers
in the wild.

Captive management involves estab-
lishing a global gene pool and using it to
manage small, isolated populations of
tigers wherever they live.

“Such programs give us a genetic
insurance policy against extinction of any
more subspecies,” says Dr. Ron Tilson,
coordinator of Tiger GASP. “The devel
opment of these captive management
programs in Asia is one of the most
powerful contributions we can make to
the conservation of tigers globally. But
we need to do it while there are still
sufficient numbers of wild tigers left.”

Beyond z00s and research centers, the
Save the Tiger Fund supports substantial

work in tiger habitats and trains govern-
ment authorities in Asian countries.
Field research will fill in the blanks about
tigers in the wild, about which surpris-
ingly fittde is known, including trying to
find out how many actually exist.

To get a better count of tigers in the
wild, the fund supports a high-tech
census that uses remote cameras, collars
that emit radio signals and map-linked
databases to track their movements.

Less scientific and less certain are pro-
grams through which researchers seek
ways to resolve conflicts between people
and tigers competing for the same land
and even the same prey: boar and deer
sought by village hunters and tigers alike
in their mutual quest for food.

Even less certain is how to cope with
widespread poaching - a huge threat
to the tiger's survival. However, in
Indonesia, the very presence of tiger-
monitoring teams militates against
poachers and their sordid enterprise.
The trained monitors remove tiger traps,
scare away poachers and report them
to the police.

Much of the work in Indonesia serves
as a model for tiger conservation pro-
grams throughout Indochina. And much
of it will be modified and exported to other
countries where the tiger still roams.

The Exxon-National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation overall plan is to marshal the
best ideas from the world's experts on
tigers. Thus the number and the range of
save-the-tiger programs are expected to
change as new projects are funded.

“With Exxon’s backing, we have a
much better chance to save the tiger,” says
Tilson. “We know what will happen if we
do nothing. We took that path with the
Javan tiger, and he’s gone. ..gone forever.”
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From Stberia to Sumatra,
Sfrom India to China

Save the Tiger Projects
Off to a Robust Start

EXXON'S SAVE-THE-TIGER CAMPAIGN HAS
projects under way across Asia - from Siberia
to Sumatra, from India to China - in nine countries
where tigers still roam wild and free. It also
includes breeding, technical assistance and other
tiger programs in Europe, the United States
and Australia.

The Save the Tiger Fund has sponsored most of
the projects. Some Exxan affiliates have funded
others at home and abroad. Altogether, projects
costing more than $1 million are off to a robust start
around the world.

Some highlights:

% RUSSIA .9

Besides paying for extensive Siberian tiger
conservation in the Russian Far East, funds also
support a public information campaign on forest
ecology for schoolchildren, hunters and the public.
Students tearn, for example, that trees cut down in
nearby forests used to provide nuts for wild boars,
When the nuts disappear, boars become scarce.
Tigers, which prey on boars, go hungry.

Moreover. the Russian government agreed to
add 260 square miles to the Sikhote-Alin Siberian
tiger preserve if ranger protection could be ex-
tended over the new area. To make the extension
possible, Esso UK plc, an Exxon affiliate, covered
the cost of guard stations as well as boots and
uniforms for forest rangers.

With Save the Tiger Fund support, the London
Zoo will conduct the first Europe-wide summit on
Siberian tigers. To be held in Moscow this fall, it



aims to integrate Russian zoos into an
international tiger program.

Led by one of Eurepe’s top wildlife
conservation scientists, Sarah Christie,
the summit will set up a training program
for Russian zookeepers in the complex
methods of tiger husbandry. European
zoologists hope to Jearn much more from
their Russian counterparts about the
Siberian tiger's breeding habits.

%" INDONESIA 9
High on the list of projects is the work
being done under the auspices of the
Swiss-based World Conservation Union
to save the 400 to 500 Sumatran tigers
surviving in rain forests in Indonesia.

Central to this effort is an extensive field
program in the Way Kambas National
Park on the island of Sumatra. A model
project for programs throughout Asia, it
is designed to learn more about tigers
and what it will take to save them. Esso
UK funded the program.

Also, Esso Indonesia Inc., an Exxon
affiliate, is funding educational literature
about the tiger’s plight. It focuses on how
villagers on the fringes of forests might
live in harmony with wild tigers and why
poachers who snare tigers for profit are
robbing Indonesians of one of their
greatest wildlife treasures.

% THAILAND
A team of experts held seminars in
Thailand on captive management and
tiger master plans for authorities from
seven neighboring countries where the
wide-ranging Indochinese tiger survives
in jungles and zoos. The tiger master
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plan will be used throughout Indochina
to set up captive management programs.

Esso Thailand, an Exxon affiliate,
helped the Thai Department of Forestry
step up public education programs about
tigers. This included paying for much-
needed printing equipment for a wildlife
conservation station. The station, which
hosts 10.00¢ visitors a month, is home to
44 tigers.

4 PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC - &

OF CHINA

American experts on tigers work with
Chinese authorities to implement a
captive management program for the last
survivors of the criticalty endangered
South China tigers. Whether these tigers
still survive in the wild is a question the
scientists will try to answer.

To improve breeding programs in
200s, officials are using a new South
China tiger studbook and master plan
developed at a recent workshop. The
plan will also provide extensive training
of zoo staff this year.

4" VIETNAM .9
With help from the Conservation
Breeding Specialist Group, the Saigon
Zoo in Ho Chi Minh City developed a
comprehensive master plan, including
details for setting up a captive manage-

A" JAPAN o
Esso Sekiyu will support a Sumatran
tiger breeding program at Tokyo's Ueno
Zoological Gardens. The Exxon affiliate
will fund the purchase of tigers to
enlarge the breeding population at
Japan's foremost zoo.

-9 UNITED KINGDOM ¥
With the sale of posters, toy tigers, tiger
tokens and T-shirts, Esso LK plc roused
public interest and expects to raise
$200,000 this year for save-the-tiger pro-
grams in three countries,

Enough cash has been raised already
to support a field study in Indonesia, to
equip rangers in a Siberian tiger
preserve in Russia and to help the Global
Tiger Patrol do a survey of Bengal tigers
and help with a public education
program in India.

4 AUSTRALIA .o
After giving some $400,000 to help build
an Asian rain forest for Sumatran tigers
at the Melbourne Zoo. Esso Australia
Ltd. continues to support the tiger breed-
ing program there. Esso Australia is an
Exxon affiliate.
4 UNITED STATES .

In the interest of public education, Exxon
will fund both a permanent tiger edu-
cational exhibit at the National Zoo in

ment program. N are under
way to support a much-needed field
census of tigers and the development of
management plans.
% INDIA W
With funds raised by Esso UK plc, the
London-based Global Tiger Patrol is
surveying the status of Bengal tigers in
India, where the largest number of tigers
in the wild has the greatest chance of
survival. The Exxon affiliate also helped
fund a public education program to
support the Indian government’s anti-
poaching campaign.
9" MALAYSIA ¥

Esso Malaysia plans to support both
a tiger information center operated by
the Wildlife and National Parks
Department and seminars on tigers and
their viability. The well-established cap-
tive breeding programs at Zoo Melaka
will benefit from construction of a tiger
management facility.

D.C..and a life-sized diorama
at the Smithsonian Institution to show
the lifestyle and habitat of tigers.

An Exxon grant to the city of Dallas,
Texas, will help build a lifelike habitat for
tigers at the municipal zoo.

With a grant from Exxon, the
International Tiger Information Center at
the Minnesota Zoo uses a toll-free tele-
phone line (1-800-5TIGERS) and a dynamic
multimedia web site (WWW Stigers.org)
via [nternet to provide up-to-date and
general information about tigers.




NATIONAL ™

WHAT IS 1T e public education, tiger
Save the Tiger PP habitat preservation in
Fund Sppengil “ the wild, captive breed-
It's a way to joir SAVE THE TIGER FUND  ing programsand 2008,”
the rescue. says Ed Ahnert, Exxon’s
representative on the council.

The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation Tiger fund council members are
and Exxon Corporation established the Sydney Butler, executive director, American
Save the Tiger Fund te support a major new Zoo and Aquarium Association
campaign to help ensure the survival of the Amos Eno, executive director, National Fish
tiger in the wild. and Wildlife Foundation

In addition to Exxon’s contributions, anyone Marshall Jones, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
can make donations to the nonprofit fund. Mohd Khan bin Momim Khan, former director,
Donations qualify as charitable contributions National Parks Department, Malaysia

for federal tax purposes.

Ulysses Seal, chairman, World Conservation

“It's an opportunity for all of us across the Union’s Conservation Breeding Specialist Group

country,” says Amos
Eno, executive direc-
tor of the National
Fish and Wildlife
Foundation. “We
invite everyone to
join the rescue of the
tiger.”

The foundation
administers the tiger
fund. An independent
council - including
some of the world’s
leading zoologists,
conservationists and
tiger authorities —
oversees its operation
and reviews pro-
posed projects from
experts in the wildlife
conservation field.

“We are looking
for weltthought-out,
scientifically based
plans that involve

©September 1995 by Exxon Comporatin.

ON THE INTERNET, TOO John Seid‘enstickzr,

;:st Call ‘Five Tigers’ mm&:ﬁum

For everything ted to know about tigers, Zoological Park,

or evel you ever wan ow abou 3 .

just dial 1800-5TIGERS. Or use the Internet to reach lVZas;}ngton, DC

Tiger web (WWW 5tigers.org). .e tmanons,
Either way, youll reach the International Tiger director, Henry

Information Center, maintained and staffed by experts Doorly Zoo,

at the Minnesota Zoo, one of the most respected tiger Omaha, Nebraska

breeding and research centers in the world. Edward Ahnert,
Open 24 hours a day, the center distributes informa- .

tion about the conservation and plight of tigers in the E:jesld;nt, Exxon

wild. During the day, staff experts will answer ques- = “ci 9“

tions not covered by the jon system.  * 3
Through the Internet web site, the tiger center distri- For more infor-

butes text and images as well as audio tapes and video mation, contact

clips about tiger conservation. The site is updated as Save the Tiger

new information becomes available. : <
Both the tiger hot ine and the web sie are available “;‘%ﬁ;&““;l F‘Sdh

to anyone - students, serious researchers, the news an e Found-

media and those who just want to know why tigers have  ation, 1120 Con-

never lived in Africa. necticut Avenue,
‘The Tiger Information Center recently expanded its N.W., Washington,

catalog of data and added the free 1-800 phone number D.C. 20036. Phone

and the web site with a grant from Esxon Corporation. (202) 857-0166.

‘The “5” in STIGERS represents the five surviving sub-

species of Panthera tigris.

225 Jonn W. Carpenter Freoway. Invng, Texas 75062-2298 ® Prited on Recyciad Paper
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magine: a catasbigasa
sofa. Imagine: a cat with fur
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Another threat is the loss of
tiger prey, such as deer and

long enough to hide a base- wild pigs, because of lllegal
ball, and weighing more than hunting. But right now the
700 pounds—as heavy as ten biggest danger to Siberian
8-year-old kids. Such an tigers comes from poachers—
animal really exists. It's the peopie who illegally hunt them.
Siberian tiger, the world's Poaching violates interna-
largest cat. Siberians are tional laws that prohibit killing
lighter in color than their sleek  the tigers. But tiger poachers
tropical cousins, Bengal tigers. can make a lot of money.
Siberians live in the cold According to Asian traditional
north—in parts of eastem medicine, nearly every part of
Russia, North Korea, and China. the tiger's body can cure some
A Siberian tiger can over- illness. Many people want to
power bigger animals that buy medicine containing tiger
weigh nearly a ton. The tiger body parts.
uses its powerful front legs Guarding the huge parks
and huge paws to pull prey ‘where Siberian tigers live
down. Then, with long canine today is difficult and expen-
teeth, the hunting tiger deliv- sive. Wildlife organizations are
ers the killing bite. ‘working to buy better equip-
Today there are more ment for park guards. They
Siberian tigers in the world's hope that two-way radios,
zoos than there are in the ‘warm clothes, and reliable
wild. A serious threat to tiger vehicles will help guards
survival is the destruction protect the remaining wild
of their habitat by people Siberian tigers.

clearing land for lumber.

s Fiona Suwouist

ONE BY ONE, A boress corétilly
cetrres Drre of Ner lour-week-ald
cubs & rewdden, When s cub
is seftiodd thire. sherwill s
rebuin for the others.

A JONFS I ATURAL WSTORY EmOTOGRAPHIC AGER-Y

A SHRINKING HOME.
Thousands of Siberiaz.
tigers once roamed
from Russia to China and
Korea. Today 300 survive in
an area the size of Florda.
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£ AND PEGGY BAUER +BRLICE COLEMAN NG,

ASLIP AND SLIDE, At six months old, tiger cubs begin
sploring. Toes spread, this youngster checks out the ice
on a newly frozen pond.

BIG BOYS. Two young
male figers romp ond play
at wrestling in the snow. As
adults these two brothers
will be loners, each staking
out his own teritory.

¥ HAM ON ICE. Siberian tigers
depend on deer cnd wild pigs for
food. A large male tiger ccm eat
more than 80 pounds of meat in
one mecd. This kill will be reduced
to bones in less than 24 howrs.

TEAVE BERTHOULE £ ACANA
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Dimensions 96 summarizes
Exxon’s worlduwide con-
tributions of almost

$54.8 million — about
$41.7 mellion in the

United States and more
than $13 million in other
countries. It lists organi-
zations in the United States
that received grants of
$5,000 or more from Exxon
Corporation, its divisions
and affiliates. Contributions
in other countries are sum-
marized in a table on page
26. In addition, the annual
report of the Exxon
Education Foundation
begins on page 27.

‘CONTRIBUTIONS IN THE UNITED STATES

By Exxon Corporation, including divisions and affiliates, but
excluding contributions by the Exxon Education Foundation

Environment. ... ... oo

Public Information and Policy Research . .......... .
Education

Higher Education .. ... ..................
Precollege Edvcation . ....................

Subtotal: Education ..., ...

United Appeals and Federated Drives .
Health

Civic and Community Service Organizations

Minority and Women-Orienied Service Organizations . . .

Arts,

and [Historical

Total: Exxon Corporation contributions . .

By Exxon Education Foundation

Total contributions in the United States .

CONTRIBUTIONS OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES

By Exxon Corporation, its divisions and affiliates .. .. ..

TOTAL

$2,968,550
1,433,210

@

3,574.095
1.746.161

4,421,760
3,631,585
2,275,803
2,942,404
1,433,001
2,874,775
22,899,584
18,843,

41,742,737

13,013,507

$54,756,244
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A special place
Jor wiban college students
on the go

Besa Tafilaj faced a predicament common to many urban
college students, A freshman commuting to the
University of Houston, she Jived at home, studying political
science in the daytime and selling shoes at night. With all
the pressures, she began skimping on her classroom
assignments, and her grades began to fall.

A few years ago, Tafilaj might have simply dropped
out of school. But thanks to a new program designed to
help urban students who commute to school, she got
help. Called the Scholars’ Community, it was developed
by the University of Houston with the support of the
Exxon Education Foundation.

Through the program, Tafilaj was able to talk to an
advisor who helped her get the assistance she needed.

“The advisor got me into a tutoring program and started
checking up on me,” Tafilaj says. “I was able to bring my
grades up as a result.”

The challenges Tafilaj faced are typical of those
encountered by other students commuting to college
campuses. With more than 85 percent of the nation’s pop-
ulation now living in cities, urban universities have
assumed a growing role in higher education.

For these schools, commuter students are the rule,
rather than the exception. At the University of Houston,
for example, less than 10 percent of its 34,000 students
live on campus.

In Houston, Detroit, New York, San Francisco and
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socializing with classmates; and attending sporting
events, dances and concerts at the school.

Instead, urban students living off campus often face a
difficult, alienating lifestyle. Commuting back and forth
from home fo school to work, they often miss the
chance to make friends or get advice and assistance
available to other students. Nor do they have access to
many of the enriching activities and events that make up
university life.

After years of research
To address the needs of this large and growing segment
of the urban college population, educators at the
University of Houston launched the Scholars’ Community,
an experiment of national import. Now in its third year,
the program was made possible by an Exxon Education
Foundation grant of $500,000 spread over four years.
The concept and the need for such a program are out-
growths of five years of research funded by the Exxon
Education Foundation to assess the effectiveness of gen-
eral education in America.

similar metropolitan centers, the
commuting college student very
likely:

a [s the first member of an ethnic
minority family to attend college.
& Lives at home and works.

& Commutes to a “campus”
having more in cornmon with an
office building than a hallowed
ivy-covered hall.

For these students, college life is
not the stereotype many people
expect: living in a dormitory,
fraternity house or apartment on or
near the campus; studying and

“The University of Houston was
chosen,” explains Edward E Ahnert,
foundation president, “because it is
the prototypical urban university,
where 90 percent of students live
off campus. Of course, Exxon also
has a large business presence in
Houston.”

To join the Scholars’ Community,
nonresident students must be enter-
ing college for the first time. In the

o
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first two years of the program, some 308 freshmen signed
up each year. In the 199657 school year, the group was
expanded on a trial basis to include 600 students.

Students speak highly of the program.

“Iwouldn't be here if it weren't for the Scholars’
Community,” says Jennifer Glickman, who is studying
biology.

“I might still be here, but I wouldn’t be doing nearly as
well,” says Antonic Ponce De Leor, a finance major.

Highest dropout risk

Students living off campus face common condlicts and
drawbacks. For some, home life is hostile to study. Many
struggle with language and cultural handicaps. Often the
struggle proves to be too much to handle.

Scholars’ Community director Dr. Terrell Dixon, a
professor of English, has put together a comprehensive
and innovative program. He borrowed from smaller, less
ambitious efforts tried elsewhere and adapted them to
the needs of Houston’s urban students.

“Commuter students are most at risk of dropping out of
school,” notes Dixon. Some never graduate, and many
take much more than four years to complete their
degrees.

“Our challenge,” says Dixon, “Is 1o baild excellence into
undergraduate education for commuter students so that
they can do as well as their counterparts
who live on campus”

To accomplish that, the Scholars’
Community provides the kind of sup-
port and backup that livedn students
take for granted.

First, there’s a home base on campus,
a building of their own.

“It gives me a place to go between
classes, which is great because it pro-
vides a sense of family.” says Marleny
Salazar, who s studying electrical
engineering.

Smafl things can mean a lot, A lounge
offers chairs, telephones and lockers. :
“I'm tharkdul for the locker so [ don't

have to carry loads of books on the bus, and I have no
place to keep them at home,” says Tauheedah Honora, 2
Jjournalism major.

Advisers for counseling and for helping with difficult
subjects also are available to Scholars’ Community partick
pants. "Students quickly learn that four hours of tutorial
instruction is worth 10 hours of studying on‘their own,”
Dixon says.

6

Gabriel Petty, a biology major, says, “The tutors made it
possible for me to master freshman chemistry.”

Jennifer Glickman recalls the first paper she got back
from her freshman English teacher. “The paper was
bleeding so rouch red,” she recafls, “I thought maybe 1
should take it to a hospital.”

Yortunately, she took the paper
2 two tutors. “Just by fxing my
rammar, the paper went from a
ainus to an A,” she explains. “T'lt
ever forget those two wonderful
ators. With their help, I wenton to
aake an Aln the class.”

Computer eases peer pressure
‘The commuters’ home base also houses a stateofthe-art
computer laboratory, available for both class and person-
al use

“The computer labis great.” says student James Street,
who uses it every day. “] was able to try the Internet for
the first time and learn how to use E-mail.” {Scholars’
Community has its own page on the Internet at
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hitp://web.scp.uh.edu/scholars.htmt.}

Computer lab coordinator Dan
Davis, Jr., points out that students can
work math or English problems
together. They view the same lesson
on their computer screens. Their work
on the material appears anonymously
on the screens for review by class-
mates and teachers.

“There’s no embarrassment, no peer pressure, so no
one opts out,” says Davis.

The faceless computer erases differ-
ences in cultural backgrounds and
¢ command of language, ethnic or racial
barriers, and lack of social skills.

“It's called collaborative learning,”
says Davis. “Participation is necessary.”
‘The payoffs: developing confidence
‘ew and learning to work as a team.

Students helping students

Several sophomore scholars now tutor others in
English, mathematics and chemistry — the three
subjects that give freshmen the most trouble. will
Gaviria, an engineering major, is one of the tutors.

“College algebra and calculus are tough,” he says. 1
Iike helping people with these subjects.”

Faculty attached to the Scholars’ Community teach
specially designed courses that meet core curriculum and
other degree requirements. The classes keep the
students together so that they become acquainted and
share the same learning experiences.

Collaborative learping in small groups, instead of huge
classes that many freshmen attend, builds a sense of
personal involvement and overcomes the fear of speaking
up in a crowd.

Maricela Trevino, a psychology major, explains: “The
smaller classes helped me become involved personally in
2 wider range of issues. And the tutors gave me personal
help.”

A model in progress

The program is still an experiment. Seventy-five university
advisers are monitoring it. Analysis of the program’s
results shows that participants:

@ Progress from the freshman to the sophomore year at
arate that is 15 percent higher than the national average
for all types of school.

@ Complete required academic courses at least a full
semester ahead of those not in the program.

® Earn a grade point average that is significantly higher
than nonscholars” 2.45 versus 2.29.

“We are not a residential school like Brown or Texas
A&M,” says Dixon. “We are responding to the needs of a
new generation of college students who commute to
school. In many ways, we are the university of the
future.”

Freshman Phuong Nguyen sums it up: “The Scholars’
Community introduced me to college life and its
demands. Whenever I nead advising, someone is always
there to listen and lend a helping hand.”
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Environment

EXXON'S 1995 ENVIRONMENTAL contributions focused on
the conservation of endangered species and habitats, local
community outreach, glabal climute change research,

{ eds and bi di More than
81 million was contributed lo tiger conservation projects,
i accordance with Exxon’s fiveyear, $3 million pledge to
help save this ificent creature, an end. d species

(4

in the wild. Most of this contribution was admmwtmrd by

ters and other programs, Exxon grants helped to enhance
the communities in which the company operates.

Mofe than $150,000 in grants !zelped suppori science
and ducation for kinderg through
12th-grade students. Exxon Chemical trained more than
1,000 teachers using materials from Chemicals, Heaith,
Environment and Me (CHEM) and the Science Fducation
Jfor Public Understanding Program (SEPUP). A grant to

the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, a nonp
censeroation orgenization. Exxon'’s funds kelped to
support field studies of liger habita!l and survivel needs,
provide equipment for field vesearch teams and underwwite
zop-based research, breeding and educational programs.

Contributions o the Peregrine Fund for reintrodustion
of the Aplomado falcon to Texas, the Mote Marine
Laboratory for the study of manatess and the University of
Washingion for research on the migration. patterns of
Mugellanic penguins helped conserve these species and
generated data and techniques with many useful
applications.

Thraugh support of parks, tree planiings, natoure con-

the Geological Society of America helped fund the Partners
Jfor Education program, whick encourages relationships
among business, academic scientists and schools to
enhance science education.

Finally, Exxon continued its support for an inlerdisci-
plinary Center for the Study of Global Climaze Change al
the M A Institute of Technology to increase
understanding of the lihelihvod and potential impacts of
global climate change. An ongoing joint study by the
Bermuda Biological Station for Research and the Marine
Biological Leboratory in Woods Hole, Massachusetts, will
further enhance knewledge of this complex topic by studymg
the effects of nitrogen om the global carbon cycle and climate.

Alaska Raptor Rehabilitation Center, Sitha .. ... ., $ 16800
American Forests, Washington, D.C,

Global Releaf Restration Program . 93,000
Living Classrooms Project 30,000
Arctic Bird Ohservatory, Fairhanks, Alaska . . ... .. 5,000
Armand Bayou Nature Cemer, Houston, Texas 5,000

Aundubon Institute, New Orleans, Louisiana . .. . .. 8,660

Barbers Hill Independent School District,
Mont Belvien, Texas

FFA Recycling Project 5,000

Batoo Rouge Earth Day, Lovisiana 5,000

Baton Rouge Green, Louisisna .. 19,000
Works, Texas

Cosmmanity Recycling PIOgFam ... ... ..., 18,000

Bellingrath-Morse Foundation, 'nzeodnre, Alabama

Special Grant (§100,000, 3 years), Ceeeeeeao. 33000

Bermuda Biological Station for Research

Fellawships/Scholatships . . 50,000

Clobal Chimate Change Projoct . 50,000

Carsegie Mellon University, Pittsburgh, P

Department of Engincering and Public Poficy ... 25,000

Central Houston Civic Improvement, Texas

Texas Sesquicentennial Park ... .............., 100,000

8

City of Baytown, Texas
Baytown Nature Ceater ... .au..y ¥ 10,000
Coastal ion Assoviation, Houston, Texas
Galveston Bay Fish Tagging Project

and other SUPPOLt. « + ... oo\ 17,500
Columbus Center, Baltimore, Maryh.nd
Bioremediation Project 25,000
Corununities Foundation of Texas, Dallas
Goose Creek Wetlands Center ... ... ..., 10,000
[a Caucus Found,
Washlngnm D C .......................... 5,000
Conservation International, qungmm B.C.
Indonesia Project . 25,000
Cornell University Ormtlxology hborntory,
Tthaca, N.Y. 10,000
Cypress Fairbanks Independent School District

Texas

Outdoor Learning Center Nature Trails ... .. ... 5,000
Daltas Arbaretum and Botanical Society, Texas. .. . 50,008
Dallas Civic (varden Center, Texas. . . ... .. 10,000
Dallas Trees and Parks Foundation, Texas . 10,000
Dallas Zoological Society, Texas
Dallas Aguarium and other support . .. 18436




Duke University, Durham, North Carolina
Environmental Research .. ...................

Flexible Packaging Association Education
Foundation, Washington, D.C. . ................

Fort Worth Zoological Association, Texas

Special Grant ($1,000,000, 4 years) .............

Foundation for Research on Economics
and the Environment, Bozeman, Montana. . . . . . ..

Friends of City Park, New Orleans, Lovisiana . .. .
Friends of Hermann Park, Houston, Texas. . . ... .
Galveston Bay Foundation, Webster, Texas . . . . .. ,

Galveston Bay National Estuary ngnm
‘Webster, Texas .. .

Geological Society of America, Boulder, Colorado
Special Grant ($200,000, 5 years) . .

Workshop Sponsorship
Greenhills Foundation, Dallas, Texas ... ......

‘Gulf Coast Conservation Association,

Mobile, Alabama. . .. ................ ...
Houston Arboretum and Nature Center, Texas. . . .
Jefte Parish E and

Control Department, Harahan, Louisiana . . . ... ..

Lake Pontchartrain Basin Foundation,

Metairie, Lovisiana. . ........................

Lamar Consolidated High School,

Rosenberg, Texas ...........................

Linden School District, North Linden, New Jersey

Full Optic Science System (FOSS) ..............

Louisiana State University, Baton Rouge

Science Education Cooperative . ...............

Lynch Botanica Garden, Lafayetie, Louisiana. . . . .

Marine Biological Laboratory,

‘Woods Hole, Massachusetts

Climate Change Study .
Institute of G g

Special Grant ($1,000,000, 5 years) . ............

Mickey Leland National Urban Air Toxics

Research Center, Houston, Texas ..............

Mote Marine Laboratory, Sarasota, Florida. .. .. ..

National Council of State Garden Clubs,

St. Louis, Missouri . . .,

National Fish and Wildlife Foundation,

Washington, D.C.

Right Whale Workshop. .. ....................

National Foundation to Protect America’s Eagles,

Nashville, Tennessee

Eagle Repopulation
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55,000

National Wilderness Institute,

Washington, D.C. . . $ 15,000
North Te'xuhn‘hofhzyCenler,D‘Ihs. 5,000
The Park Peaple, Houston, Texas . . 10,650
Peregrine Fund, Boise, Idaho. 33,000
Point Reyes Bird Observatory,

Stinson Beach, California. . ................... 20,000
Quail Unlimited, Americus, Kansas . .. .......... 8,000
Rene Dubos Center for Human Environments,

NewYork, NY. ............................. 75,000
Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation,

Rock Springs, Wyoming . .. ................... 13,000
Santa Barbara Botanic Garden, California .. ... .. 5,000
Scientific Committee on Problems of the

Environment (SCOPE), Paris, France. 20,000
Spark, Houston, Texas . . 5,000
State of Wyoming, Cheyenne

Community Recycling Program and other prajects 17,500
Student Conservation Association,

Charlestown, New Hampshire .. .......... ..., 50,000
Teacher Education Workshops

Baylor College of Medicine, Houston, Texas. 5,000
Clear Creek Independent School District,

League City, Texas 33,000
Elizabeth School District, New Jersey. 20,000
Goose Creek Consolidated Independent

School District, Baytown, Texas .............. 29,000
Montclair State University,

Upper Montclair, New Jersey . ............... 5,000

Pennsylvania State University,

Schuylkill Campus, Schuylkill Haven
Rahway Public Schools, New Jersey .
Staten Island Schools, District 31, New York .

Subtotal . ............. .. ...l

Texas Conservation Fund, Austin, Texas

Lakeshore Cleanup and other support . . 29,000
Tri-State Bird Rescue and Research,
Wilmington, Delaware. . ...................... 15,000
Trout Unlimited, Vienna, Virginia . . ............ 5,000
Tulane Uni » New Orleans, Louisiana
Tulane/Xavier Center for Bioenvironmental

Research .......... ... ............... 50,000
University of North Texas, Denton
Lewisville Lake Environmental Learning Center. . . 10,000
University of Washington, Seattle
Magellanic Penguin Study and other support. . . . . 50,000

Weeks Bay Reserve Foundation, Faithope, Alabama
Boardwalk Project and other support . ........ .. 35,000
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‘Woods Hole O hi
Coastal Research Center. oo oo, $ 20000

World Eavironment Center, New Yosk, N.Y.
International Environment Forum

and other SUPPOTE. .. ...\ oeeeni el 20,000
Zoological Society of Houston, Texas .. ...... .. 16,000
Other contributions, each under §5,000 . .. 116,783
Subtotal .. ,...... ... . $2,3569,225
TIGER CONSERVATION PROJECTS
Alaska Zoo, Anchorage
Siberian Tiger Exhibit ............ ... ... . 10,000
Rlue Ridge Zoological Society of Virginia,

Roanoke ... ..o 10,800
Dalias Zoological Society, Texas
Endangered Tiger Exhibit Special Grant

(8765,000, 4 yearsi . ... ... ... 200,000
Greater Baton Rouge Zoo, Baker, Louisiana
Indochinese Tiger Survival Center ..., ..., 15000
Hornocker Wildlife Research Institute,

Moscow, ldaho

Siberian Tiger Cub Teansfer. ... ... ..., 12,000
Natonal Fish and Witdlife Foundation,

‘Washington, D.C.

Save The Tiger Fund . ..., ..., 874,870
National Geographic Society,

Tiger Poster Contest and other support 93000
Subtotal - 81,214,870
Total . . . $3,574,095

10

‘The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation and Exxon
Corporation established the Save The Tiger Fund i 1995

Save The Tiger Projects

Tiger Range Field Projectn

Habitat Restoration in Royal Chitwan
National Park, Nepal

Purchase of Patrol Vehicles for Kaziranga
National Park, India

Siberian Tiger Field Rescarch 225,000
Siberian Tiger Protection Project 58,00
Sumatran Tiger Field Research .. ... ... ... 96,000
Tiger Conservation Support Projects I
Amur Tiger European Endangered Species

Program Support . 41,000
Sumatran Tiger Masterplan . 11,250

| Tiger Status Assessment . . 10,500
‘Workshop on Tiger Censusing Techniques,

NEPal. e oo eeetaien e rens 19,820
Public Edncation Progrims !
American Zoo and Aquarium Association i

Traveling Tiger Exhibit. . ............ ..., 75,000
International Tiger Information Center . ..., 64,000
National Zoo: Tiger Exhibit Enhancements . . . 75,000
Smithsonian Institution: Tiger Diorama . .. ... 100,000
Ranthambhore Foundation (India):

Tiger Link Newsletter .. ... o vvavvsen 7,000
Informations}, Fund-Raising Programs
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation .. .. ... 89,981
Other tiger conservation projects . . 52,018
m;! . - $1,004,799
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Public Information and Policy Research

[EXXON HELPS ORGANIZATIONS that support public discus-
sion of policy alternatives that are balanced, objective and
based on sound scholarship. The policy issues addressed
range from those that impact foreign relations to others
that focus largely on states or local communities where
Exxon has a significant presence.

Exxon funding in 1996 assisted some of the country’s
leading public policy organizations. These groups included
the American Enterprrise Institute for Public Policy Research,
the Council on Foreign Relations, the Center for Strategic
and International Studies, the Brookings Institution and
the Houver Institution on Way, Revolution and Peace.
Tmportant economic research was supported through grants
to groups such as the National Bureau of Economic
Research, the C for Economic Develop and
the Institute for International Economics.

The company also aided a number of smaller organi-
zations — such as the Center for the Study of American

Business, the American Council for Capital Formation,
the Competitive Enterprise Institute and the Annapolis
Center for Environmental Quality — that conduct policy
analyses on economic and environmental issues.

At the regional, state and local levels, we continued to
help izations such as the Landmark Legal Found.
the Public Affairs Research Council of Louisiana and the
Pacific Research Institute for Public Policy.

Other support has been directed to groups that address
legal policy issues affecting business. These include The
Institute for Civil Justice, the Manhattan Institute for
Policy Research and The Southwestern Legal Foundation.

Grants such as those made to the Middle Fast
Institute, the Asia Society and the David Rockefeller
Center for Latin American Studies at Harvard assisted

organizations that enhance awareness of cultures,
governments and public policy issues in various regions
around the world.

Advertising Council, Inc., New York, N.Y. . ... ... $ 25,000
American Assembly, New York, N.Y. .. .......... 10,000
American Chemical Society, Washington, D.C. .... 5,600

American Council for Capital Formation Center
for Policy Research, Washington, D.C.

Global Climate Change Program and other support 25,000

American Council on Germany, Inc.,

New York, NoY. . oiat e 15,000

American Ditchley Foundation, New York, N.Y. ... 10,000

American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy

Research, Washington, D.C. ................... 160,000

American Legislative Exchange Council,

Washington, D.C.. . ... oorereneiein s 10,000
is Center for Quality, Inc.,

Maryland . . ..., i 25,000

Asia Society, New York, NY............. 14,505

Aspen Institute, Inc., Washington, D.C. . . .. 10,000

Adantic Council of the United States,

Washington, D.C. . ... o0t 10,000

Adantic Legal Foundation, New York, N.Y. . ... .. 5,000

Brookings Lnstitution, Washington, D.C. ......... 60,000

Carnegie Council on Ethics and International
Affairs, New York, NY. ... ooooiiiiniiiin, 5,000

Cato Institute, Washington, D.C. ............... 10,000

Center for Public Resources, New York, N.Y. . ... $ 6,750

Center for Strategic and International Studies, Inc.,
Washington, D.C.

Colloquium on Politics. Leadership and Values 5,000
General Support 100,000
Subtotal . . $ 105,000
Center for the Study of American Business,

St. Louis, Missouri. . 22,000
Citizens for a Sound Ecunomy Educational

Foundation, Washington, D.C. .. ........... 20,000
Citizens’ Research Foundation, Los Angeles,

Califormia .. .... ... ... o 10,000
Close Up Foundation, Alexandria, Virginia

Student Participation and other support. . 62,500
Commmittee for a Constructive Tomorrow,

Washington, D.C... . ...............o...... . 5,000
Committee for a R&sponslble Federal Budgel,

Washmglon, DCoiiii . 15,000
C for ic D

NewYork, NY. ....................... 75,350
Competiti ise Institute, i D.C. 20,000
Consumer Alert, Inc., Washington, D.C. ......... 7,500
Council of State Governments, lexmgton.

Kentucky . 5,000
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Education and Research Institute, Washington, D.C. 6000
Foreign Policy Association, New York, N.Y. . . .. NN 45,000
Fi ion for American C
Los Angeles, California. 8,000
for of Ed

in Central America, Washington, D.C. .. 5,000
George Mason University, Arlington, Virginia
Law and Econotics Center . ..., .............. 15,000
Georgetown University, Washington, D.C. . ... .. 10,600
Harvard University, Boston, Massachusetts
David Rockefeller Center for

Latin American Studies. ... ................, 10,000
Heritage Foundation, Washington, D.C... . . . 40,000
Hoover Institution on War, Revolution and Peace,
Stanford, California . . .. ... 60.000
Houston Forum, Texas. . ................... .. 14,750
Institute for Civil Justice, Santa Monica, California 75,000
Institute for East-West Secunty Studies, Inc.,
New York, N.Y. E 10,000
Institute for International Economics,
Washington, D.C.................... ... ... 5,000
Institute for Policy Innovation, Lewisville, Texas . . 5,000
Institute for Transnational Arbitration,
Richardson, Texas. . ........ ....... 10,000
Landmark Legal Foundation, Kansas City, Missouri 17,000

Manhattan Institute for Policy Research,
New York, N.Y,

General Support . .
\pe(n] Grant ($la() l)‘)() X H’als)
Subtotal .
Media Institute, Washington, D.C.
General Support . . .
Journatistic Values Prugnm .
Subtotal .

Mentor Group Institute for Intercultural
Inc., Boston,

CourtForum.......................... 30,000
Middle East Institute, Washington, D.C.. .. .. ... .. 32,460
Mountain States Legal Foundzuon,

Denver, Colorado .. ......................... 5,000
National Bureau of Economic Research,

Cambridge, Massachusetts .............. .. ... 49,922
National Center for Policy Analysis, Dallas, Texas

“Firing Line" Program and other support . . . .. ... 45,196
National Conference of State Legislatures,

Denver, Colorado

Annual Meeting and other support .. .. ... ... 7,410

12

Washington, D.C.

National Governors Association, Center for Pohcy
Research, Washington, D.C.

Nwona.l Legal Center for the Public Interest,

National Planning Association, Washington, D.C.

New England Legal Foundation,
Boston, Massachusetts . . . . . .

Pacific Legat Foundation, Sacramento, California

Pacific Research Institute for Public Poln:y,
San Francisco, California . ......

Political Economy Research Center,
Bozeman, Montana .

Public Affairs Research Council of Louisiana,
Baton Rouge

Reason Foundation, Los Angeles, California. .

Science and Environmental Pullv:y Project,
Fairfax, Virginia Lo
Saciety of Exploration Blophys!cls\s,
Tulsa, Oklahoma. . . . ..

Southern Methodist University Law School
Foundation, Dallas, Texas.
Southwestern Legal Foundation,
Richardson, Texas.
Tax Research Association of Houston and
Harris County, Texas .

University of Houston Law Foundation,
Texas .

Umvemty of Texas Law School Foundation,

Urban Institute, Vwashmgmn D.C.

Washington Legal Foundation, D.C. . . . .
‘World Press Institute, St. Paul, Minnesota .
Wyoming Heritage Foundation, Casper . . .
Q}l}ﬂqﬂtﬁbudoﬂs each undierls,olm
Total .

®
=
2

. 15,000
43,500

. 5,000
15.000

10,000

11,000

23,700
20,000

5,000

5.000

10,000

10,000
B 10,000

. 5,000
15,000

. 20,600
107 828

- $1,746,161
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Education

IN ADDITION TO CONTRIBUTIONS of almost $19 million by
its education foundation, Exxon last year gave more than
84 million to schools and educational programs. Primarily,
these grants supported college- and high-school-le
and engineering programs that did not fall within the
scope of the Exxon Education Foundation’s activities.

The single largest amount, almost $1.6 million, went
to our Dep ! Grants prog . These thuti
support excellence in preparing students for careers in
science and ing in colleges and ities where
Exxon recruits graduates for its professional employee ranks.

At the precollege level, Exxon’s grants totaled almost
81.5 mallion in 1996, including $159,285 to funior
Achievement and $74,000 to the employee Educational
Involvement program. Both of these programs were further

hanced by the ined 7 of Exxon employ

A priority of Exxon’s contributions program is to
increase the number of minority students in engineering,
science and technology. Exxon contributed $1.2 million to

I science

minority teaching institutions and U gnized
engineering and scientific professional societies. Exxon also
funds and participates in such minority organizations as
the National Society of Black Engineers and the Society of
Hispanic Professional Engineers.

Complementing its financial support for minorities are
the company’s internship programs during the summer
and holiday breaks. These identify promising minority
talent for permanent employment. The use of employee
volunteers as mentors in these programs improves skills
required for technological careers.

The corporation continued to donate the Fxxon
Energy Cube to secondary schools. Designed by science
educators, the Energy Cube is a teaching kit to help
improve students’ understanding of real-world energy
options, More than 14,500 teachers in 24 states have been
trained lo use the Energy Cube to supplement their regular
science programs. Exxon has underwritten the Cube as a
contribution of goods and services. The cost is estimated at
B8 million since the program began.

b minority prog d business fellowship
HIGHER EDUCATION
American Mideast Training Association,
Washington, D.C. . .......................... $ 7500
American University in Cairo, New York, N.Y.. .. .. 15,600
Colorado School of Mines, Golden
Graduate Fellowship. ... ............. ... ..., 20,000
Columbia University, New York, N..
Middle East Institute and other support ... ...... 10,500
Dallas Institute of Humanities and Culture, Texas . 20,000
ental Grants
Auburn University 19,000
Baylor University. . . .. 12,000
Brigham Young University 15,000
Carnegie Melion Unive: 9,500
Clarkson Universi . 6,000
Clemson University 13,000
Colorado School of Mines . 11,500
Columbia University 13,000
Cooper Union. . 10,000
Cornell University. 26,000
Dartmouth College 5,000
Drexel University . 13,500
Duke University. . 9,000
Georgia Institute of Technology 32,000
Harvard Universil 9,000
Indiana URiversity. . ... ...................... 7,000

Kansas State University .$ 10,500
Lehigh University 18,000
Louisiana State Un 80,000

Louisiana Tech Universit . .
Massachusetts Institute of Technotogy
Mississippi State University . .. . .. .
New Jersey Institute of Technology .
New Mexico State University
North Carolina State University .
Northeastern Universi .

Northwestern University
Ohio State University .
Oklahoma State University
Pennsylvania State University

Polytechnic University 13,000
Prairic View A&M Universi 10,500
Princeton University . 5,500
Purduc University. ... .. 55,000
Rensselaer Polytechnic Ir 21,000
Rice Ui 50,000
Rutgers Universi 28,500
Southern University . . . 23,000
Stanford University . . . 23,000
Stevens Institute of Technology 28,500
Texas A&M Univers 103,000
Texas Tech Universiy 26,000
Trinity University 5,000
Tulanc University . 21,500
University of Alabama. . .. .................... 9,000



University of California at Berkeley 26,000
University of Chicago 8,000
University of Florida . . 29,500
University of Houston. 89,000
University of Illinois . . 39,500
University of Kansas . . 21,000
University of Louisville 15,000
University of Maryland . . 10,000
University of Michigan 27.000
University of Minnesota . 15,000
University of Missouri . 9,500
University of Oklahoma . . . . 33,500
University of Pennsylvania . . 10,000
University of Tennessee . 23,000
University of Texas at Austin 126,000
University of Texas at El Paso. 11,5060
University of Virginia . . 7,500
University of Washington 12,000
University of Wisconsin. . 30,000
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and

State University 16,000
Washington University (St. Louis) 7,000
Worcester Polytechnic Institute 6,000
gmcrs’ each under $5,000. . .. i 66,900
Subtotal .. ... . ....... ... ... $1,591,900
Georgetown University, Washington, D.C.
Center for Arabic Studies.................... 7,500
Harvard University, Boston, Massachusetts
Center for Middle East Studies. .. .............. 5,000
Japan-America Student Conference, Inc.
Washington, D.C......................0..... 5,000
Lehigh University, Bethlehem, Pennsyivania
Center for Advanced Technology for

Large Structured Systems . . 10,000

Institute of Tech G
Chemical Engineering Practice School . 10,000
Industrial Liaison Program 25,000
National Association for Foreign
Student Affairs, Washington, D.C. 7,500
National College of District Attorneys,
University of Houston Law Center, Texas........ 5,000
National Judicial College, Reno, Nevada. ... ... .. 5,000
New York University, New York
Center for Near Eastern Studies. . .............. 5,000
Northwood Unjversity, Dallas, Texas............ 5,000
Research and Development Council,
5,200

Rice University, Houston, Texas
NMR Studies and other support. . .............. 15,200
Society of Women Engineers, New York, New York 6,000

14

Texas A&M University, College Station
Offshore Technology Research Genter

and other support ........................ $ 26,000
University of Alaska, Anchorage. ............... 5,000
University of California at Berkeley
Marine Technology Research. . . . . . 10,000
University of Miami, Florida
Rosenstiel School of Marine and

Atmospheric Sciences. . .................... 19,500
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor
Sea Grant/Industrial Consortium and

other support . ...... ... 15,500
University Relations Grants .. ................. 58,000
Woods Hole Oceanographic Institute,

Massachusetts ... ........................... 10,000
Other contributions, each under $5,000 ......... 36,000
Higher Education Minority Programs

Engineering Scholarship Program

Fort Valley College - . ...\ vvovee s 20,000
Georgia Institute of Technology. . .............. 20,000
National Consortium for Graduate

Degrees for Minorities in Engineering. . .. ..... 30,000
New Mexico State University . . . 6,800
Prairie View A&M University. 17,800
Princeton University. . .. ... 25,000
Purdue University .......... 11,700
Stevens Iustitute of Technology 125,000
University of Arizona . . . 15,800
University of Oklahoma . 5,800
University of Tennessee . 16,300
University of Texas at Austin 10,700
Others, each under $5,000. . . . E@
Subtotal .. ............ ...l $ 331,450
MBA Fellowship
Consortium for Graduate Study in

Management........... e 25,000
Dartmouth College.. . . 6,000
Harvard University . ............ 7,000
M Institute of Technok 7,000

Northwestern University.
University of Chicago
University of Ilinois .
University of Pennsylvania .
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Other Minority Scholarship/Support Programs PRECOLLEGE EDUCATION
Alaska Pacific Universi 5,000 .
American Geologiel l;ysmu:e S 10000  AWTY International School, Houston, Texas . ... 35,000
American Indian Science and Engineering Alaska Council on Economic Education,
5000  Anchorage
Asctic Education Foundation . 5000  Teacher Training Program.................... 13,000
Camegie Melion University . ... 6900 Butor College of Medicine, Houston, Texas
Chemical Industry for Minorities in Scientific Methods Course for Teachers. . ... ... 10,000
Engineering, . 5,000
Columbia University . 16,000 Ben Milam Elementary School, Midland
Cook Inlet Region, Inc. 5000  Independent School District, Texas. . ........... 7,500
Gomell University 7.000 Billings Public Education Foundation, Montana . .. 7,500
Georgia Institute of Technology. 30,500
Industrial Relations Council on California Center for Research and
Graduate Opportunities - . .. . . 5000  Education in Government, Sacramento. ... ... 5,000
Koniag Native Scholarship Fund . 5000  California Foundation on the
Lee College 10,000 i and the San Fi
Louisiana State University .................... 23,500 Energy 90 Program and other support . ......... 135,000
Mathematics, Engineering, Scicnce 3
Achievement (MESA) ... ... 5000  Center for Houston's Future, Texas ............ 5,000
National Association of Black Geologists Cypress-Fairbanks Independent School District,
and GeophysiCists . . . ..o veriari i 5,000 Houston, Texas
National Consortium for Graduate Degrees Innovation and Creativity Training
for Minorities in Engineering. . .............. 5,000 for EQUCAIOTS. . .. (oo 18,500
National Organization for Professional i
Advancemont of Black Chenists and Education Involvement Fund
Chemical Engineers 5000  Crants to Schools Program. ... ... 74,000
National Society of Black Engineers 30,000  Foundation for Teaching Economics,
New Jersey Institute of Technology . 12,000  Davis, California
New Mexico State University . . . 13,000  Economics for Leaders Program . .............. 5,000
North Carolina State University . 5,000 . .
Otsio State University 5,000 :ﬁ&m:ﬁﬂm Houston, Texas 10000
Purdue University 12000 S ¥
Rice University . . . 28500  Goose Creek Independent School
Sheldon Jackson College « ... .c.o.ooeoeen... 10000  District, Baytown, Texas
Society of Hispanic Professional Science Teacher Conference and other support... 11,500
Engineers. ... ... e T 25000 Houston Independent School District, Texas
Seutheastern Consortium for Minorities Impact 11 Program and other Support . . .« ... . ... 12,000
in Engineering . . . 12,000
Stanford University 12,000 Institute for International Education,
Stevens Institute of Technology 6,000 Houston, Texas
Texas ARM University . . . 14000  Festival of Nations Honoring Russia ............ 10,000
Texas Alliance for Minorities Junior Achievement
Engineering 11000 “Anchorage, Alaska 5,000
Texas Southern University . 5000 Baton Rouge, Louisiana . 15,500
Union College. . .. 5000 pallas, Texas .......... 38,500
University of Florida ... 37,000 National Office, Colorado Springs, Colorado . 20,000
University of Houston. ... 19,000 Northern New Jersey, Newark . 15,000
University of Michigan ... 5000 Southeast Louisiana . 12,000
University of Oklahoma . 10000 Southeast Texas 42,400
University of Texas at Austin . . 52000 Others, each under $5,000 . 10,885
University of Texas at El Paso. . 29,000
Yale University . 6,000 159,285
Others, each under $5.000. . .. 84,300
Subtotal . ... $ 605,800 Liberty Science Center and Hall of
TOtAl .. e $2,068550  Technology, Inc, Jersey City, New Jersey
Special Grant ($1,000,000, 2 years) . ... ........ 500,000
Manaed Space Flight Education Foundation,
Houston, Texas. ............................ 5,000



National Council on Economic Education,
New York, N.Y.
Choices and Changes — New Orleans .
Choices and Changes ~- Texas,
National Science Teachers Association,

ington, Virgini
Special Grant ($28,000, 6 years). . ..............
Private Enterprise Rescarch Center,
College Station, Texas .. .....................
Santa Barbara County Schools, California
frapact 1 and OTHT SUPPOTE. - ... ..o eea. ..
St. Benedict’s Preparatory Schol,
Newark, New Jersey
Partnership Program .............o..... .
Texas Association of Partners in
Education, Houston

-$

Texas Council on Econamic Education,
Houston . .

Texas Engineering Foundation, Austin

Math Teacher Trisining and other support ...
“Texas Institute for Arts in Education, Houston
Beminays for Teachers ., ... ... ..., e
University of Delaware, Newark

Center for Economic Education . ..., ..........

Other contributions, each under $5,000 ..

Minority Programs

Advocates for Science and Mathematics

Education Inc., New Orleans, Lovisiana .. .. .., ..
Alabama High School of Math and
Science,Mobile. ... ... ... ... L
Alian Hancock College, Santa Maria, California. . .
American Associasion of University Women,

‘West Harris County Branch, Houston, Texas . . .,
Harvard Elementary Schoel, Houston
Independent School Distriet, Texas.. .. ........
Houston Livestock Show and Rodeo, Inc., Texas
Minority Scholarship Program . ... . ...........
Leadership 2000 Mentorship Program Inc.,
Houston, Texas, .........., e
Louisiana Engineering Advancement

Programs for Minorities, nc., New Orleans . .. ...
M.B. Smiley High School, North Forest
Independent School District, Houston, Texas. . . .

MAC Foundation, Inc., New Orieans, Lovisiana
Partnership in Education, Williams
ElementarySchool .. .............. ..
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12,500
12,500

7,000

5,000

10,000

9,000

5,000

10000

16,000

16,000

5,000

147,330

5,00%)

5,000
5,500

5,000

5,000

9225

7,500

6,500

5,000

14,000

Morris Area Public Schools, Mosristown,

New Jersey
Project PACE .. .0iiiuiiiiiii e
National Hispanic Institute, Maxwell, Texas

Center for Family Education Management . . ... . .
Philadelphia Regional fntroduction for
finorities to Eogineert Y

Project New Orieans Foundation, Louisiana

Taylor Program .. .. ....o.ooovroienioren,

Santa Barbara Musearn of Nanurs!

History, California ..........................
De Amistad

Foundation, Inc., Houston, Texas . .............

Teach for America, Baton Rouge, Louisiana . . . . .

‘Washington Cesiter, D.C,
Minority Leaders Fellowship Program. . .. ... ..

Other contributions, each under §5,000

25,000

15,000

5,000

15,000

3,000

5,000
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United Appeals and Federated Drives

EXXON AND FFS EMPLOYFES and vetivees last year
coniributed $9.7 million to United Ways throughout the
United States. The company gave $3.6 willion, which is
35 percent of its general support for health end humen
services.

Exxon's commitment to United Way is much broader

boards of local United Ways. Employees and vetirees give

their time and expertise to helpy manage successful United

Way fund. igns as and through
Exxon’s Loaned Executive Support programs. Alse,
through Exxon’s Volunteer Involvement Program,

empiloyees volunteer during the year to support local

than fi ial support. Senior-level geTs serve on United Way agencies,
Losal United Way Campaigns

Anchorage, Alaska L§ 15000

Baytown, Texas . . 185,710

Capital Area, Baton Rouge, Louisiana . 250,600

Central Coast, Santa Maria, California, 5,000

Coastal Bend, Inc.. Kingsville, Texas . 20,600

Dade County, Miami, Florida
{ireater New Orleans Area, Louisiana .
Greater St. Louis, East St Louis, Hlinols .
Lake County, Green Qaks, Iinois
Massachusetts Bay, Boston | .
Metropolitan Dallas, Texas. . . T
Metropolitan Tarrant County, Fort Worth, Texas ..
Midland, Inc., Texus . .

Napa-Solano County, Vaflgo, California
Natiosal Capital Area, Washington, D.G.
Pousville, Pennsylvania . ...

River Bend, Alton, Hlinois .. . 15,800
Southwest Alabama. Inc., Mobile 10,208
Sweetwater Gounty, Rock Springs, Wyoming . 14,000
Texas Gl Coast, Honstont, ... TN 1.715,000
TriStae (Comnectiou, New ferses, New York) 525,050
Ventura County, Ine.. Camarillo, California. 8,000
Yettowstone County, Inc., Billings, Montana . 15,000
(KR 78,723
$3,506,785

Miscellaneous Support Programs
Alexandria, Virginia . . .. 3000
Baton Ronge, Lovisiang 22,390
Drallas, Texas . 7,008}

Houston, Texas
Mortistown, New fersey

83,900

. $3,681,585
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Health

In 1996, EXXON'S HEALTH-RELATED grants supported four
broad pmgram categories: health-care delivery, medical and
health ed b: abuse ton and
treatment, and environmental /walth

A $600,000 grant provided tp the University of Texas
ML Anderson Cancer Center in Houston completed a
fivesear, 83 million commitment for expansion of the
Center's diagnostic imaging section. A fouryear, $150,000
grant 1o the Frving Healthcare System Foundation, Texas,
helped to underuwrite the expansion of the system’s occupa-
tional health services, including health sereening, wellness
progreems, immunizations and o 24-howr Oecupational
Health Clinic. A new primary-health-care clinic apened in

A grant of $25,000 was made io the American
Industrial Hygienz A i Founde to expand its
programs to increase minerily parlicipation in the indus-
trial health professions. Exxan also continued support of
the Morehouse School of Medicine’s annual seminar for
black studenls in high schaol and collegs to introduce
young people to epportunilies in biomedical and public
health sciences. A 850,000 grant, part of a /' var P[l‘dgl’
of $250.000 to the Occupatioaat Physici
Fund, provides residencies for pwwmng ]/an medical
graduates entering the field of occupational health.

Exxon completed a five-yeer, $1 million pledge to
enhanee molecular research at the University of Texas

March 1996 to serve & low-ino b with the
help of a grant to Presbyterian Ilar[ntal of Dallas, Texas.

Exxen coniributed move than $100,000 in granis to
locad and nationul erganizations providing drug and
aleohol education and veatment. A 835,000 grant to the
Neutional Center for Health Education helped support
youth kealth eurricula for kindergarien through seventh
grade.

South n Medical Center in Dallas. We also contin-
ued support for the Center for the Study of Human
Preformance in Complex Systems at the University of
Wisconsin to study and reduce human ervors in the
warkplare and their impact on safety. Ongoing suppori for
the Universily of Medicine and Dentistry of New fersey
helps fund envirenmental and occupational health
education and outreach.

American Coundl on Science and Health,

New York, N.Y.

Internet Weh Site and other support . ... ... .. § 20000
Ameri ial Hygiene

Foundation, Fairfax, Virginia ... ............ ... 25000
Breast Cancer Detevtion Center of Alaska.

Ketchikan B NN 5000
Cenikor, Baton Rouge, Lovisiana

Drug Rehabilitation Center .. ... oo 5,000
Chitdren of Alcoholics Fonudation,

New York, NY. ... ooooii i 15000
Children’s Cancer Fund of Dallas, Texas. . ... . ... 25000
Dallas Challenge, Texas ... ................. . 15,000
Daytop Village, Dallas, Texas ... ............. . 10000
Dental Health Programs, Inc., Dallas, Texas . 13,000
Doctors Without Borders USA, New York, N Wooe

Dol Foundation, Washingtom, D.C.. .. .......... 3000
Greater Dallas Countil on Alookos and

Drug Abuse, Texas . . ...........ooviaiiienn 10,000
Hervard University, Boston, Massachusetis

Center for Risk Analysis . .................... 100,000
Histiocytosis Foundation, Glassboro, New Jersey. . 5000
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Howston Drug-Free Business Initiative, Texas ... § 9,500

Institute for Cm:adun Physiology,

Cambridge, Massachusetts .. ............. ... .. 35,000

Institute for Evaluanng Health Risks,

Washington, D.C. . 5,000

Irving Healthcare System Foundation, Texas

Special Grant (150,000, dyears) .. ... o 25,000

Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, Maryland

Cenier for Allernatives to Animal Testing. .. ... .. 40.000

Louisiana State University, Baton Rouge

F dical Rescarch F fon . ... 5000

Mary Bird Perkins Cancer Center,

Baton Rouge, Lovisiana . . .. . T 10,000

Montrose Clinie, Houston, Texas. ... .. ....... .. 5,100

Morehouse School of Medicine, Atlanta, Georgia. . 40.000
5 M 121 Health

New Jersey .. .. ..... 3R.000

Morristown Memorial Hospital, New Jersey ... .. 12,000

Mussum of Health and Medical Science,
Houston, TeXas. .. .. ... ..o iviiiaciain.os A000

Natioual Association on Drug Abuse Problems,

New York, NY....... 17,000



National Center for Health Education, University of Texas M.D. Anderson
NewYork, Y., ooooeeo v $ 35000  Cancer Center, Houston
General Support
\000o  SPecial Grant (5,000,000, 5 years) .
University of Texas, School of Public Health,
15000 HOWO - e 15,000
University of Texas Southwestern Medical Center,
Dallas
18000 General Support 10,000
Special Grant (§1,000,000, 5 years) - 200,000
5000 University of Washington, Seattle
5000 School of Public Health and Community
Medicine . ..o vvese e 50,000
University of Wisconsin Foundation, Madison
50000 Special Grant (§1.000,000,5 years) ... ... ... 200,000
5000  Visiting Nurse Amociation of Texas, Dallas
Partoeeship for a Drug Free America, Meals on Wheels Program .................. 10,000
New Yorky NoY. . ..o ooie e 25000  Other fons, each under $5,000 ... ... ... 11,540
Pediptrie AIDS Foundation, Towd. $2,205,803
Santa Monica, California ... 10,000
Phoenix Project, Dallas, Texas. ... ........... 5,000
Plays for Living, New York, N.Y. ............... 15,000
Presbyterian Hospital of Dallas, Texas
Special Grant ($300,000, 4 Years) .............. 75,000
Project HOPE, Bethesda, Maryland . 25,000
Race for the Cure, Houston, Texss . 8,400
SETAC ion for L
5000
South Dallas Heakh Access, Texas. 5,000
$t. Jude Children’s Research Hospital,
Memphis, Tennessee
Project Support 5,000
Special Grant ($70,000. 3 years) : 20,000
Sutier Solano Medical Center Foundatia
Vallejo, Catifornia. ... ................... 5000
Texas Children's Hospital, Houston ... 8,860
Texas Woman's University Foundation, Denton
Mobile Medical Unit. . .-..................... 50,000
University of Colorado, Denver
Rescarch and other support. . ................ 12,000
University of Massachusetts at Amberst
Biological Effects of Low Level
Exposures (BELLE) .. ....................., 20,000
University of Medicine and Dentistry of
New Jersey, Newark
Environment and Occup itional Health
Education Support . 60,000
University of Minnesots, Duluab . 0,000
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EXXON ACTIVELY SUPPORTS €IVIC andd iy service

onganizations that address critical social needs, patticularly
in the locations with ¢ significant company presence and
an employee base. Although funding is adapied to local
issues and needs, we generally rmphasize youth devrlop-
ment, neighborhood assistance programs and volunierr
involvement.

The company believes programs that advance the
well-being of children are of special imporiance. In 1996,
Exxon comtributed $151,475 to Boy Scout councils
throughout the country, $50,000 to the Child Cave Group
of Dallas, Texos to enhance the quality of preschoot day
care and $56,000 to the Childnen’s Assessment Center in
Houston, Texas, to assist abused and neglected childrs.

In addition, wr also supported the Urban Resioration
Enhancement Corporotion in Baton Rouge, Louisiana; the
Estesprise Foundation in Dallas; Houston Renais n

lower- clients, Exxom also funded emergency assis-
tance programs at groups such as the Salvation Avmy and
the Mavkes Strect Mission in Morrisicum, New fersey.

Exxon’s Community Summer Jobs Program, which
ums inidiated in 1971, continues lo provide uniqus
benzfits fo youth, nonprofit agencies and the community at
Large. The program funds high school and college
student insernships at nampwfit community agencies in
dey Exson communidies. In 1996, a total of $254,000 sons
provided to students working with social service, cultural,
educational and cther nonprofit erganications in nine
states from Alobama to Alaska.

Our Volunteer Involvement Program encourages
employees and setévees to contribute heir time and alent to

onganizations. Last year, we gove $889,632 in

gromis of wp to $1,000 through this program. Exxon alse

Houston; Habitat for Humansly in Billings, Montane;

upported the volunieer efforts of such groups as
Private Sector Initiatives, the Volunteer Centers of Dailas
and Houséon and iernational Executive Service Corps,

Brisrwood Beoskwood, Inc.,
Special Grant (350000, 5ycan}. ...l

16,000
Censer for Nomprofis Management,
Doilas, Texne . . 20,000
19540
14,500
50,000

Children's Assesmens Center, Houston, Texas . . . §
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Dallas Children’s Center, Texas
Special Grant (§50,000, 8 years). ...............
Dallas City Plan, Inc., Texas

Special Grant ($100,000, 5 years) .. .............

Foundagion for the National Capital Region,
DC

Exxon Community Fund .

Gifts in Kind America, Alexandria, Virginia .

Habitat for Humaaity
Dallas, Texas

Texas

Special Grant ($25.000, 5 years) ................
Meridisn International Center, Washington, D.C. . .
National Conference of Christians and Jews,

20,000
13,000
9,128
5,000
50,000
5,000
5,000
5,000
10,000

80,000
5,000
5,000
5,000
5,792

20,000
12,410

5,000
5,000

7,000
5,000

6,000
5,000

10,000

30,000
12,920

10,000

5,000
6,000

12,000

Naticeal Executive Service Corps, New York, NX. § 15,000
Nationl Legal Aid and Defender Aasociation,
Washington, D.C.. 5,000
15,000

Baton Rouge, LOWSana . ..................... 20515
Potssville Free Public Library, Pennsylvania .. . . .. 5,000
Private Sector Initiatives, Houston, Texas
Volunteerism Project in Houston. .. ............ 50,000
Promisc House, Inc., Dallas, Texas ............. 5,000
Public ing Stations
Association for Community Television,

HOUStO, TeXaS . « ..+, <v e eeaeneearnennn 5,000
Greater New Oricans Educational TV

Foundation, Louisiana . 5,000
Greater Washington Educatio

Telecommunications Associaion (WETA), D.C. .. 12500
Guif Coast Public Broadcasting, Mobile, Alabama .. 5,200
North Texas Public Broadcasting, Inc. (KERA), Dallas 35,000

Others, each under $5,000 S

Dallas, Texas ($125,000, 5 Years) . . 25,000
Houston, Texas ($150,000, 3 Years) . . 50,000
Service of the Emergency Aid Resource Center
for the Homeless, Inc., Houston, Texas
Special Grant ($25,000, 3 years) 9,000
Sheiter Ministries of Dallas, Texas 14,000
Star of Hope Miasion, Houston, Texas
Special Grant ($150,000, 5 years) . .. . 25,000
‘Third Millennium Advocates for the
Future, Inc., New York, N. 5,000
Trinity Ministry to the Poor, Dallas, Texas. 10,000
Urban C
15,000
8,000
44,250
Houston, Texas . 18,700
Volunteer Involvenent Fund
Employee/Annuitant Volunteer
Tnvolement Program ... . ...l 889,632
Volunteers in Technical Assistance,
Arfington, Vrghtia .. .........o.oein 10,000
Other ench under $5,000 . ... ... .. 291,247
Total . ... .. $2,942,404
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Minority and Women-Oriented Service Organizations

EXXON'S 1996 CONTRIBUTIONS of wiore than §1.9 million to
minority and women-orienied groups focused on four key
program areas: family support services, adumlwml

nives the need to give our youth & second chance ond
Jfunds programs that provide oppertunilies for high-school
dmpouls o mmpbuihar aduaunm Omganizations

enrichment projecs for south,
and support for advocacy erganiations.

Some 34 pereent of Exxon’s funding of minority and
women's groups was targried for suppert of the family.
Our primary concern is poverty and the negative effects it
can Aave on the well-dring of pavents and children.
Organizalions assisled in this area provide two-generation
support services to reduce the number of dysfunctional
families, help chilitren get the best possible stat in Bfe and
improve the employabilily of parents and position them to
breek the cydle of paverty. Grants o the Natienal Urban
League and Edcationad First Steps were wsad to implement
parental involvement programs, Other grant vecipients
inchided Avance, Incorporated; community YWCAs;

Julia C. Hester House, Inc.; Links Foundation; and the
Young Leaders Academy.
Support of educational enrichment programs for youth

programs includs the
ASPIRA Assonamn Inc.; Dallas Youth Sevvices Corps,
Ine.; Girls Incorporated; and Texans Can.

The goal of our communily sevitalivation program is
10 increase the availability of decent, affordable housing
Jfor low-income families and io promote cconomic develop-
ment that leads to job creation within the community
Grants to Hakital for Humanity, Saulh Dallas Fair Park
Inner City ity Dy ion and the
Southern Dallas Development anommm provide suppert
Jor lowincome neighborhoods. Exxan employees donated
‘about 2,000 hours to assist Habitad for Humanity in
building new homes in minority communities.

Exzom carefully selecis leading organtuations that
provide research on aritical issues and cveate innovative
programs lo enhance the development of women and
minorities. Such organizations ad a3 & voice for women

augments training provided through the formal educational
system. Our objective is 1o encourage and motivate youth
Lo stay int school, We support programs i help children
Sustain the level of academic performance achieved through
early childhood development programs. Exxon alss vecog-

and minorities and dissems: infe ta educate the
broader public. Orgunizations supported in this program
include the Joint Center for Political and Economic Studies;
Arvow, Incorporated; Catalyst; and the National Hispana
Leadership Fastitute.

ASPIRA Amocision, Inc., Waskington, D.C.
General Suppart
Special Grant {$200,000, 2 years)

- 15000
106,000

..$ iS00

Bethiehem Foundation, Dallas, Texas. . ......... $ 12500

Beys and Girls Oub of Greater Dalis, Inc., Tess. 20,008

Boys Chodr of Hardem, Inc., New York, N.Y. 25,000

Calivta Exders Coumncl, Anchorage, Alaska. . 5,000
Calunset Conmnunity Cevier, Dallas, Texan

Special Geant ($100,000, 4 years) . . 25,000

Catalys, New Yock, NY. ... 30,000

5,000

41,750

50,000

5470

Subsotal .,




Dalias Institute of Humanities and Culture, Texay

.. % 15855

Parents and Teachers Educational Seminar ...... 10,000 12.250
5000
9,790
20,000 13,250
Doyon Fournistion, Fairbanks, Alwka . . . 806
E's Haven Acaderny, Inc., Dellax, Texas. . ... 7.500 Stay in School/Back to School Frogram . ... ... 40,000
Educational Fiest Dalias, Texas Nasional Foundahon for Women Legisiators,
Special Grant ($25,000, 8years) . ... ........... B,000 Wihingon, D.Co. .. veonneeena i 6,000
Fanily Place, brxc., Dallas, Texas National m.p.m Leadership Instinute,
Community Partners Program and other support .. 25,000 Virgiai
Leadership Training Program . _.............. 28,006
19000 Nwioual Miority Supplicr Development Council
New York, N. 10,000
9,400  National Urban Fellows, Inc., New York, N.Y. 0,000
10000 yasionst Urben Lo, I, New Yotk K0
19406 Genenl Suppor! 75000
Special Gram (8 (s«ao 000, 5 years} . . . 120000
Subtotal. ... $ 195,000
40434
11,500 .
Our Friends’ Place Episcopal Girls Home,
FE L 5000
Robert C. Maynard Inatitute for Journalism
Habitat for Hi California . ... ............ 1500
70,000 SER/Jobs for Pnpre-
15,500 16,300
10,000
95,500
5,000 Operation BOOIIAP. ««« .- -vcrorreeriin st 10,000
South Dallas Fair Park Inner City Commumity
5,000 Development Corporation, Texas ... .......... 5,000
jouxcamfml’oliﬂnl-ndﬂemn-cm Southern Dallss Development Corporation, Texas. . 15,000
Washiogtos, D.C. 4950 vans Can, Dallas, Texas
Jolia C. Hester House, Inc., Houston, Texas. . . ... 10,000 Dallas Gan! ACAdemy .. .oonvennninniniiiannns 10000
LEAD Prograc i Business, New Yovk, N.Y. Texas Council oo Family Violence, In., Austin
University of Texas at Austin Program. .. ........ 50000 Nadonal Hothne. . ...........occoranonnanns 10,000
Links Foundation Wider Opportumitics for Women, Wask DC 10000
'YMCA of Baranco Clark, Baton Rouge, Louisiana
Black Achievers Program . ...........c.o...... 5,000
Younyg Leaders Acadersy, Baton Rouge, Lowlsiana . 10,000
Other contributions, each tnder $5,000 . . ... 108352
TORAL - s .. $1,438,001

28
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Arts, Museums and Historical Associations

EXX0N RECOGNIZES THE ABLITY of the arts to educate,
inspire and envich the communities in which we ve and do
business. The company therefors supports cultural organi-
satims that grovide greoter aooess o the aris, white striving
Jor excellence and innovation. Emphasis is placed on edu-
cational outreach programs that incorporate the aris and
culture into local schools and enbance multicultural crm-
susication and understanding.

In 1996, Exxon arts access and ! outreach

(Arts grograms that provide multicultural education
enhance understanding and communication among people
in differemt cultural and economic groups. For this reason,
Exron provided seed monep for Young Audiences to develop
the “Share the World” program, which will allow elementary
school childeen o expand their appreciation of and respect
Jor vasious werld cultures. We contintied our support of
the outreach sfforts of diverse minority arts organizations,

grants included support of the Houston, Texas, showing of
America’s Smithsonian, o traveling oxhibit highlighting the
collection of the Smithsonian Institution, funding of the
Dallas Symphony Orchestra’s “Amazing Music™ children’s
concert sevies and a grant i expand the programming of
the Museum of Discovery in Mobily, Alabama.

tuding The Ensemble, the African American Museum
and Anita N. Martinez Bailet Folklorico.

The company's Cultural Matching Gift program
assists our employees and retirees in their personal support
of nonprofit arts and cultural organizations. Exxon
matched conivibutions totaling $797,005 under this
program in 1996,

American: Federation of Arts, New Yok, NV . ... 7375
Amwerican Festival for the Arts, Houson, Texm . . . 5,000
Ametican Museum of Nuturn} History,
NewYork, NY. .............. 9880
Anchorage Givic Opera, Alaska . 5000
Anchorage Concert Amsocistion, Alwks. . 10.000
Anchorage Sympbosty Orchestra, Alwka 10,000
Anits N. Martiner Ballet Foldorico,
............................... 5,000
Arts Council of Fort Worth sod Teremt
County, Texas .. .........iiiiin 15000
Anis Coumcil of Gremer Batom Rouge,
Lonzaiam, .. ... 15,900
Azptiny Lyric Opers, Texs ... ... ..........o... 7540
Anstin Sysmophoay Orchestra Society, Texas 5000
Bailey Mathews Shed] Muscu, Sanibel
.............................. 10,000
Benicia Old Tows Thestre Group,
................................ 5000
Buifalo il Memorisl Asociation,
Cody, WYORRIDE. ... ev . oeaveeeianenneensns 5000
Caney Stage, Baltinore, Maryiand ... ... ... 5,000

4

Chikdeen’s Museam of Housion, Texas
Adverntures After School Program, .. ... ...

Coltnral Affsies Counc] of frving, Inc, Texas .

Performing Arts
Public Broadcasting .
Zoos, Botanic Gardens, other,

. 5,700
Special Grant ($25,000, 4 yeass) ... ... 6,250

Dexfhos Museum of Art, Texs

18,706
200,000



Educational Television Endowment of
South Carolina, Columbia
McPartland Piano jazz Series. .
Ford's Theatre, Washington, D.C. . 10,000
Friends of the Dalias Public Library, Texss. ... ... 5,000
Greater Dalias Youth Orchestrs, Texas . . . 5,800
Houston Ballet, Texas. . 23,500
Houston Grand Opera, Texas
General Support. . 68,685
Special Grant {$100,000, . 33,000
Houston International Festival, Texas . . - 9,250
Houston Museum of Natural Science, Texas
General Support 10,000
Special Grant ($250,000, 5 years) 50,000
Houston Music Hall Foundation, Texas
Special Grant ($100,000, 5 years) . . 20,000
128,772
5,000
5,000
20,100
James Dick Foundation for the
Performing Arts, Roundtop, Texas . . 5,000
Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts,
‘Washington, D.C.. . 66,400
Liberty Science Center and Hall of
Technology, Inc., Jersey City, New Jersey . . . 7,500
Lincoln Ceater for the Performing Arts,
New York, N.Y.
25,000
Lincoln Center Institute 20,000
NewOresns. ....................cooiu,s 5,000

New Oriemns Bailet Amociation, Louisisna. . . . . . . 5,000
5,000
Partnership for Arts, Culture and
Education, Inc., Dallas, Texas .. ............... 5,000
of Baton Rouge, Louisiana.
Schiool Tour PrOgram . . .. ....c..ooeovevnn.. 10,000
SUMARTS, Houston, Texas . .................. 5,000
Sammons Center for the Arts, Dallas, Texas . . . 10,000
Senithsonian Institui
America’s Smithsonian Exhibit, Houston, Texas. . . 45,000
Society for the Performing Arts,
Houston, Texas. . . 10,560
Southwest Black Arts Festival, Inc., Dallas, Texas . . 5,000
Southwest Museum of Science and
Technology, Dalias, Texas. . ................... 54,086
Spamish Institute, New York, NY.. .............. 5,000
TACA, Inc., Dallas, Texas 10,050
Teatro Hispaco de Dallas, Texas . 5,000
The Ensemble, Houston, Texas . ........... 12,000
The International Theatrical Arts
Society, Dallas, Texas .. .................... 8,960
‘The Whitaker Center for Science and the
Arts, Hurrisburg, Pennsyhvania. .. . ............ 10,000
Theater Under the Stars, Houstoa, Texas . . . . . . . . 16,875
Theatre Three, Dallas, Texss . . . . 5,000
'USA Film Festival, Dallas, Texas. . 5,000
Washington Opera, D.C....................... 9,000
‘Washington Performing Arts Society, D.C. ....... 5,000
Wolf Trap Foundation for the Performing Arts,
Vienna, VIrginia ... .....oeiieiiiiiinans 12,000
25,000
20,000
New Orleans, Louisiana . 6,000
Other i each under $5,000 . 156,508

Total . . .

25
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Contributions Outside the United States

Africa, Europe Latin
and the Americal
Middie Eaxt Canada Far East Caribdwan Totals
ERVROBImEnt . ..o $1,134,200 $ 190,000 § 316700 § 176050  § 1,816,950
140,300 18,000 71,000 13,700 243,100
1,577,600 1,379.000 1,136,500 320,320 4,413,420
Health, Welfare and Commaunity Services. 1,114,250 2,116,000 1,163,200 592,787 4.980,257
Arts, Museums and Historical Associations . .. . ... 283,800 902,600 342,100 31,900 1,559,800
Toul .. U IS $4I00  SOWSN  SLIMTST  SIBNISHT
April 1997
Exxon Corporation
5850 Las Cotinas Boulevard
Irving, Texas 750392298
hup:/ /www.exxon.com
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Exxon Education Foundation Grants
January 1, 1996-December 31, 1996

Unpaid Unpaid

balance from balance

Appropriated previous Paid carviad

Program during 1996  appropristions  during 1996 Jorwant

Mathematics EQucation. . .. ..............ccoviiiauianian.. $ 1795187  § 293576 $ 1475007 § 615756

Elementary and Secondary Schoot Improvement . . ... ......... 3,007,746 1690889 1694618 3,004,017
I Science, E i

and Mathematics. . . . 214,889 757,960 511,857 460,992

Research and Training . 1,313,500 - 1313500 -

Organizational Support. 405,000 400,000 505,000 300,000

Special PrOJECts .. ... ..ottt 375,000 783,333 717,300 441,083

Educational Matching Gifts. . .............................. 18,596,341 3,566,144 12627871 4334604

BT P $20,507,668  $7,491,902 $15,843,153  $9,156,412
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EXON EDUCATION FOUNDATION
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Mathematics Education Grants
January 1, 199-Deconber 31, 1996

Recipiens and puspose

192

Appropriated
during 1996

Unpaid

previous
appropriations

Puid
during 1996

Unpaid

Jforward

National ABiance of State Science & Mathematics Coalitions
For general support .
National Council of Teachers of Mathematics
To inate and support participants in the K-3
of the foundation's Mathematics Education program . .. .. .. .
For the eighth annual conference of school leaders
who have been working under Exxon Education Foundation
grants 1o develop strategies to improve mathematics
education in grades K3 .
Saint Olaf College
To engage leaders of diverse communities in discussion of the
facing i ion in the next decade . .
Simmons College
For a conference of statistics faculty members and statisticians
in professional and business practice. e
Soate University of New York, Oswego
To support school efforts to involve parents in a sustained
active math homEWOrk PrOGram .. .. .....................
‘Techmical Education Research Centers (TERC)
To engage kindergarten teachers in the development of
curricutum and dassroom resources .. ... ...l
To plan a center to improve public awareness of
mathematics education
Texas Christian University
To support The Learning Laboratory, a Eacility at the
Fort Worth Museum of Science and History where
hersin-training and i n observe
children doing science and mathematics ..................
Texm Southern University
Fora ive effort by nine histori black colleges
and universities to improve college algebra instruction . . . . . ..
University of North Carolina, Chariote
Continued support for a program to link practicing
schoolteachers with university faculty who teach mathematics
for preservice teachers .
of Northern lowa
To work with elementary teachers studying the relationship
between children's invented computational procedures and
the learning of standard, written computation . .. ...........
Western Kentucky University
Continuing support for a program to link practicing
school with university faculty who teach mathematics
for preservice teaChers .. .. .. ........0ee

$ 50,000

59,500

48,611

5470

8,100

50,000

14,975

76,734

24,000

58,650

40,000

19,069

$ 50,000

59,500

48,611

40,000

5,470

8,100

25,000

14975

37.800

24,000

20,085

26,000

19,069

25,000

32,650
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Mathematics Education Grants
January 1, 1996-December 31, 199%

W
Recipient and frurpose during 1996

Paid
during 1996

Public Schook

To support an altemative teacher certification program
offered by FAME (New Mexico Fellows for the
Adv of i1 HON). . v uh e 33,000

A for Women in
FOF GEMERAI BUPPOTL .. .- es oo iiiaiai e aanas 5,000
Beflevae Public Schools
To continue development of altemative ways 1o assess
the mathematics learning of el y | students ..

3L177

Central Michigan University
To support working groups and a conferenice of scholars

engaged in research about undergraduate mathematics

BAUCATAN L. e -
City College of the City Univeraity of New York

Toward Surmmesmath in the City, an inservice project in

mathematics education reform . ..............ooeaiauin, 70,000
= Bowrd of the 2

To esablish an education ip among the

mathematics profestional SOUEBeS. .. .. ...\ «......... ... -
Fort Worth Fublic

To coatinue Go Figurel, 2 library program in mathematics

for early elementary school and pre-eschool chikiren, parents

and child-cae providers .
Gerinned Col

In continued support of the Statistics in Liberal Arts Workshop. 5,500
Harvey Mudd College

In support of the Humanistic Mathematics Network ......... 12,000
Towa State University

To ereate 2 model teacherpreparation and professional

development program in mathematics education. . .

400,000

Lesley College

To continwe research, evaluation and dissemination

related 1o the K3 Mathematics Specialist program. . . .. ... .. 57,500

' Miathcounts Roundation:

In support of hemati petition ... ...... 7,500
Mathesuicsl Association of Amwerics

To connect young mathematics faculty members interested

in teacher p jon with practicing schoolteachers. . . ... . . 20,262

P ¥

In condnued support of in college-based student chapters . . ., 29,300
Mownt Holyoke Coliege
To develop & casc-bascd mathematics cdurstion course

for prospective ieachers . .. 18,852

124,500

10,006

3 75000

11,000

5,000

81,177

97,250

51,500

10,000

5,500

12,000

96,000

57,500

7,500

20,262
29,300

18,852

$ 35000

38,000

12,672

63,000

304,000

3s
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Association (NSTA) to distribute a copy of the recently published National Science Education
Standards to every school in ten states and the District of Columbia and to train at least one teacher
in each of those schoals in the application of the standards. These points of contact will then introduce
the other teachers at their schools to the standards.

The NSTA has aiready begun to test this model in Texas, which, with over 8,000 public schools, has
the second-largest school population in the nation. The experience in Texas will guide the implemen-
tation of the project in the other states. We are helping not only with financial support but also by
recruiting Exxon employec volunteers 1o work with science teachers. Rollout of the program in other
states will begin in 1997.

We also are striving to better prepare teachers of science before they get to the classroom. In 1996,
we made a pair of linked grants to the University of California at Berkeley's Lawrence Hall of Science
and the Institute for Educational Inquiry in Seattle. This effort brings together work our foundation
has supported for many years on elementary school science materials (Dr. Herbert Their at Lawrence
Hall) and on teacher education (Dr. John Goodlad at the University of Washington, Seattle). These two

d ed will with faculty at 10 teacher-training institutions across the nation and

surrounding elementary schools to better prepare pre-service teachers in science.

A theme that cuts across most of the programs and projects undertaken by our foundation (including
those discussed above) is opening educational opportunities to previously excluded groups. It is
essential for both the international economic competitiveness and the long-term social equilibrium of
our nation to hold no one back on account of race, ethnicity or gender. For many years, a former
colleague at the foundation L. Scott Miller has quietly worked through intelligent grant making and
pioneering research to promote high educational achievement among minorities. We are particularly
pleased to be able to congratulate Miller for his book, An American Imperative: Accelerating Minority
Educational Achievement, being named book of the year for 1997 by the American
Educational Research Association.

Sincerely,

£ (Pt

Edward F. Ahnert
President




195

T MavHEMATICS EDUcaTION Program supporis the pro-
fessional develapment of teachers in kindergarten through
the third grade and secks to improve the mathematical
prepavation of elementary teachers. The program alse
works in advance the quality and effectivensss of vollege
level mathematics instruction, and it supporss the study of
policy issues affecting mathematics eaching. The founda-
Hon has made Mathomatics Edusation grants totaling
mere than $15 million sinee the program began in 1987,
The K3 Mathemativs Specialist Prograwm is af the
center of the, dation’s work in math Eighty

beginning in 1996, lowa State University & receiving a
Jouryear grant that supports MathCo (Mathematics
Lohort). The program binks 30 second-year education
studenis with teachers in a pair of Des Moines, Fowa,
edlzmentary schools io work logether for three years to develop
2ach other's mathematics teaching. The result will be
twofold: new teachers prepaved 1o be math specialists and ¢
strong continuing professional development program for
practicing leachers in the elonentary schools, By develaping
Rew unsversity courses and working as mentors and coaches,

school districts in 28 states have received more than

¥7 million in awerds to plan and implement Mathematics
Specialist projets thas support the longetens professional
development of K-3 teachers. During 1996, 16 of the
program’s autive projects recetved grands & continue ot
extend their work, while the remaining oelive groups wew
supporied by school districi and other sources. Four new
projects received planning grants.

The foundation’s K-3 Mathematics Specialist projects
are connected in & network that features ¢ newsigtier, an
annual leaders’ meeting and an email disewssion “list. ™
From ihe programt’s beginning, g facililater has served as
arganizer, conch, colleague and friend to the projects. In
1996, & college facully vesearcher began devoting half time
10 the projects as program associate. This has enabied the
continuation of research about the factors that account for

ity foculty and school-based leaders will suppost
both groups. When the student teachers graduale, a news
group will Jollow.

At the college ievel, the Mathematical Association of
America’s progrom for new mashematics faculty, New
Experiences in Teaching (Project NE<T), entered its thind
pear in 1996, Funded by u wultiyear 1993 auard, each
year NExT has engaged 70 new PhDs in a yeardong
Mauunppoﬂthﬁrwssiumﬁngdm’rmhﬁxg

ibilities. Within the 7k of the annval
mmndsummalkmamsmjmmalmngs.
NET introduces new facuily to the best cursend vesearch
and practice in leaching and learning mathematics, It also
fravides thew with mothematician menitors already distin-
guished for their teaching and conmects the new facully
1with those dedicated volunieer mentors and with ench other
formmalmppoﬁ.i\&Tupmsggmxmbqomeh

dation's and the i

pmyxeswcm,l}w:mhbganmmxhe‘ dation’s
" uation of the K-3 Math

Spuw&x:p:gem T&mmumnerlmwmmtk
individual prajects o apply the results of this resevrch fo
Support the growth and extension of the projects.

An imgportant pori of the foundation’s 1987 rationals
for beginning the K-3 Mathematics Specialist Program wes
the belief that the naiiam’s clementaty teachers, in geners,
were not weil prepared in mathematics. At firsl, change
wasmdastand:bw Hm.ever gmanngmfemtm

Iluxm.qmthcawddojwcmngfamltymw
bwakammkcstkmhmama‘mwdepaﬂmﬂami
develops deadership for the math
A:wmmmmwmmw
Mathematics Education Program works with teachers to
undersiand the factors that lead lo improved weaching and
Learning and Mow io improvr in the mast productive ways.
Teackers at both levels seewm 1o benefit from siilar support.
This includes socess to wesearch abowut horo students learn

and in ing both
Whnowlaigtand:hutswm necessary 1o accomplish
that change has set the stage for imporiant improvements
in how teachers ave tought mathematics. For instance,
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i ics and to the resources and support to apply
that research in their own classrooms, Also essontial are
mentors and colleagues io provide advice and support plus
time do do the hand work of changing teacking practices.
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Unpaid Unpaid
balance from balance
Appropriated previous Paid carvied
Recipient and purpose during 1996 appropriations  during 1996 Jorward
The following received grants to plan for the use
of math specialists in the early grades:
Glenmont Elementary School, Baltimore City Public Schools
(Maryland) P . $ 2985 5 - $ 298 s -
Crandall Independent School 2,845 - 2,845 -
Fort Bend Independent School District (Texas). . 45,400 - 45,400 -
Montana State University (Billings) . .. ...............o.... 21,181 - 21,181 -
The following received grants to continue K-3 math specialist
N i £ .
Arlington Independent School District (Texas) 30,000 - 30,000 -
Butier County School System (Alabama) . . 5,000 - 5,000 -
City School District of New Rochelle {New York; 15,200 - 15,200 -
Columbia Public Schools {(Missouri) .. .................... 3,255 - 3,255 -
Cranston Public Schools (Rhode Island). . ................. 16,861 - 16,861 -
East Baton Rouge Parish School System (Louisiana) . ........ 71,216 - 71,216 -
Hanover County Public Schools (Virginia) ... .............. 33,902 - 33,902 -
Horn Elementary School, Houston 1SD (Texas). . 8,584 - 8,584 -
Towa City Community School District (Iowa) . 8,900 - 8,900 -
Irving Independent School District (Texas) . . 23,165 - 23,165 -
Betty Adams Elementary School,
Jefferson County Public Schools (Colorado). . 7,641 - 7.641 -
Kearsarge Regional School District (New Hampshire) . 10,196 - 10,196 -
Madison Metropolitan School District (Wisconsin) .......... 1,500 - 1,500 -
Pineville Independent School (Kentucky) ................. 3,225 - 3,225 -
San Francisco Unified School District {California). .......... 97,500 - 97,500 -
Tucson Unified School District (Arizona). . ................ 172,500 - 90,000 82,500
TORME . . .. $1,795,187 $293,576 $1,473,007 $615,756
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School improvement Program

PROECTS SUPPORTED UNDER the H y and Secondary
School Improvement Program continued to be guided by
these objectives: (1} to enhance educaters’ understanding
of the changing demographic prefile of the school-age
population; (2] Lo vestriscture schools in ways that give
teachers and administratirs the flexibility to pursue educa-
tional strategies best suited to meet their students’ needs;
and {3} to prepare teachers io werk effectively within
redesigned schools,

In 1996, we funded a number of new grants and made
payments en existing projects. For example, @ new multiyear
grant to the Harris Couniy Department of Education was
provided in partnership with Rice University to develop an
integrated curriculon and L train leachers to educate
children in grades 412 about fossil fuels. We made another
mdtivear grant to the Accelerated Schools project at
Stanford University and ot the University of Texas at
Austin. This program advocates trecting il siudents as
gifted and talented and aitempts to bring the academic
performance of disadvantaged students up to grade level
by the end of the sixth grade. The foundation also continued
ity grants to the Coalition of Essential Schovks, whose mis-
son is to bring about whale-school change.

Support conlinued for Impact IE. The Teachers
Network, whick provides resources that allow teachers who
developed stud; teved projects la share i i
ahout the projects with other teachers by networking
electronically. We also continued to support the University
of Washington's Rei Public Ed: program,
which is studying fundamental referm in school gover-
nance, and the Tomas Rivera Center, swhich is trying fo
increase the recruitment and retention of Latino teachers.

In 1996, we announced o five year, §5 million
precollege science initiative. This new program focuses om
teacher preparation, dissemination of the National Science
Education Standards and informal energy education. We
made an initial grant to the Nuational Science Teachers
Association to disseminate the Notional Stience Standurds
in 10 states and the District of Columbia. The foundation
also made grants to the University of California, Lawrence
Hadl of Science and the Fustitute for Educational Inquirs to
develop wew methods and malerials for in-service teachers
and college students pursuing careers in elementary and
middle-school education.

This program is nol open 1 application.

= y and S dary Schoo! Impi
January I, 1996-December 31, 1996

Recipiont and purpose

Dallas Area Interfaith
I support of its Alliance Schoals Project, 1o bring about
] reformin PR

Education Commission of the States

In support of the Conant Symposium of the

19496 National Forum and Anmual Meeting. . ... ...

of Dreams

In support of its Technology Today program
Ex-Students’ Association of the University of Texas

For a conference to honor recipients of its Texas

Excellence Awards for Quistanding High School Teachers . . ,
Harris County Education Foundation

tn support of the Education for the Energy Industry project. . .

Grants

Unpaid Unpaid

batance from tadance

Appropriated provious Paid carried
during 199 appropriations  during 1996

$150,000 [ I $30000 120,000

5,000 - 5,000 -

30,000 - 50,000 -

30504 - 30,504 -

- 300,000 100,000 200,000



Reciprient and purpose

Unpaid
balance

IMPACT ¥

To improve its computer-based teachier network. . .. .........
Institute for Educational Inguiry

With the University of California, Berkeley, to improve

the teaching of science in the elementary grades through

the design, development and testing of teacher-

education materials and methods .. ......................
Lawrence

To support teacher education activitics of its Center

for Science and Engineering Education .
National Science Teachers Association

To disseminate the National Science Education

Standards to Texas schools. . .. ..........................

Toward expenscs of the annual meeting. ..................
Rice University

In support of the Coalition of Essential Schools'

Texas/Greater Houston Essential Schools Cluster Project . .. . .

Salesnanship Club of Dallas
Toward evaluation of the programs of the J. Exik Jonsson
Community School and Family Center ... .................

Southern University
In support of the pilot mathematics and science education
reform program inits lab school .. ... ....................

Southwest Texas State University
To assist five sites in implementing simultaneous school
and teacher-education reform programs

To support the summer Master of Science in Interdisciplinary

Studies degree program for elementaryschool teachers . . . ...
St. Mark’s School of Dallas

In support of its summer enrichment program for talented

and economically disadvantaged seventh- and eighth-graders . .
Stanford University

In support of the National Center for

Accelerated Schools Project . . ...l
Texas Business and Education Coalition

To expand its staff. . .......
Texas Censer for Educational Research

Toward evaluation of Texas open-enrollment charter schools . .
Tomss Rivera Policy Institute

Toward a study of alternative teacher-education programs. . . ..
University of California,

With the Institute for Educational Inquiry, 1o improve the

teaching of science in the elementary grades through the design,

development and testing of teacher-education materials
A0 MEthOGS . <. oeer ittt et

105,575

15,000

1,306,413
15,000

150,000

15,000

60,500

11,904

5,000

150,000

716,350

167,889

15,000

560,000
15,000

115,210

50,000

15,000

60,500

11,904

5,000

50,000

25,000

25,000

85,000

105,575

746,413

100,000

63,000

716,350
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and School imp Srants
January 1, 1996-December 31, 1996
Unpaid Unpaid
badance from Salance
Appropricied previows Paid carried
Recipient and purpose during 1996 appopriations  duving 1996
Uniiversity of Texom at Austin
¥ support of the Texas Satellite Center for
Accelerated Schools . ... .. oovii $ 100,000 $ ~ 5 50000 % 50,000
insupport of Regional
Science Teaching . ... 15,000 - 15,000 -
Urndwersity of
In support of the Education of Educarors project, an initiative
concerned with promoting joint efforts by university and
school personnel to improve both the schools and the
professional education of teachers and administrators. . ..., - 1,000,000 250,000 750,000
n continued support of the Program on Relnvendng
Public BAUCAtON . ... ... \ovi s 75,000 - 75,000 -
Other grants, each onder $5,000 .. ... .ccooieeni.. 6,500 - £500 -
TOMMM . . ..ot $3,007,746 $1,690,889  $1.694618  $5,004,017
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Undergraduate Science,

Technology,
&@neenngandMaﬂnemaﬁesProgram(STEM)

In 1995, THE FOUNDATION launched the STEM program to

sge veform of undergraduate ods in the sciences,
e igineering and math ics. The program is
By intevested in improving the “science Weracy” of

Mmmﬁaumgmmmw_ﬁem

Because the annual budget for STEM is relatively small,
the program seeks projects of national reach, The program’s
goals are to heighten awareness and promote discussion of
the need for veform, to build consensus about the goals of
wform and to creale channels for disseminating information
about rxisting msowurees for veform.

In 1996, the National Research Council (NRC}
received STEM support o disseminaie “From Analysis to
Adtion,” a repert growing oul of its 1995 national conve-
cation on undergraduate STEM education, which the

Last year saw the thivd annual meeting of Project
Kualaidoscope’s Faculty for the 215t Century, a program seek-
ing to cultivate the next genevation of STEM weform leaders.
To date, 475 young facully members have joined with their
peers and experienced senior faculty to shave ideas and con-
cerns about undengraduate STEM education,

North Lake College, the first communily college to receive
a STEM grant, held a national conference on genetics
vesearch for two-year-college STEM faculty members in 1996.

Alse in 1996, the Association of American Colleges
M%mmwwﬁmmmmhopﬁvw&gu
seeking lo vevise ov ref late their g i
ence offerings. Finally, thtﬁmndahonmadtntumym
general-support grant to the Committee for Education in the
Life Sciences to assist it during a period of reovgumization.

Exxon Education Fovndation also funded. The STEM program is nol open to application.
and M Geants
Jemuary 1, 1996-December 31, 1996
Unpaid Unpaid
alance from balance
Appropriated Previous Poid carmied
Recipient and puspose during 1996 appropriations  during 9%
American Society for Engineering Education
To increase circulasion of its feumal of Enginemming
Bucalion . ... .oo et $ - $150,600 3 65,000 $ 85000
Amodation of American Colleges sod Universities
To help colleges and universities create and improve:
interdisciplinary generaleducation science courses
and programs . . - 150,000 75,000 75,000
National Rescarch Couneil
“To develop an shectronic data base of resources for
science eduation fEFOMm. .. cohir it - 44,610 21,320 23,290
For publication and dissemination of Fros Analysis to Adios. . .. 56,000 - 50,000 -
Nosth Lake College
For activitics 1o hedp two-year colleges inkegrate the
developmens in genetics into their curricula. ... - 50,000 50,000 -
Project Kaleldcacope
In support of the Faculty for the 2ist Century program. . - 368,350 168,250 200,100
University of Wablogton
In support of the American for Education’s
Summer School for Chemical Engineering Faculty .. .._..... 20,000 - 20,000 -
of Wieconsin, Madison
In support of the Caalition for Education in the Life Sciences . 144,889 - 67,287 77,602
TotmlE . . ey $214,889 757,960 $511,8067 $466,992
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Research and ‘liainin_g Program

THE PURPOSES OF THE Research and Training Program In selecting grant recipients, the foundalion seeks the
are to support science und engineeving departments that advice of representatives of Exxon affiliates, divisions and
provide outstanding training to graduate students in departments who haue expertise in relevant science and
fields related to the } and chemicals industri gineering 3
and to assist high-quality research taking place within We do not accepr applications for Research and
thase departments. Training grants.
Research arxi Training Grants
January 1, 199%5-December 31, 1996
Unpaid Unpaid
badance from balance
Approprinied previous Paid carvied
Recipient during 1996 appropriations  during 1996 forward
American Chemical Soclety ... ...l $ 10000 - $ 10000 -
Camegie Institution of Washingten 10,000 - 10,008 -
Camegie Mellon University. 10,000 - 10,000 -
Clark Atlanta University .. ......ouioniiiianineaaiiis 10,000 - 10,000 -
Clemson University . .« ... oo oot iae e aaiaanes 15,000 - 15,000 -
Colorade School of Mines. . 10,000 - 10,000 -
Columbia Univenity 32500 - 32,500 -
ComeB URNRISHY ... onenee et aeeaas s 10,000 - 10.000 -
Dartmouth CONEE ... .. ..ooenieini e e eiaeaas s, 10,000 - 10,000 -
2,000 - 2,000 -
Florida State Unkeersity , . 15,000 - 15,000 -
Georgia Institute of Technology . . ........... .. .. 10,000 - 10,000 -
IRciAng URIVEISIr .-+ o e eeeeeeitaas et eanensenea e 2000 - 2,000 -
10,000 - 16,000 -
Johns Hopkins University . . . 10,000 - 10,000 -
Lebanon Valley College. .. .. .......c.o..ooieeei el 5,000 - 5,000 -
Lehigh UDBersity ... ... ..voeeenoieianiene e ins 7,500 - 7,500 -
Louisiana State University 16,000 16,000 -
Massachuseus Insinute of Technology . 100,000 - 100,000 -
Natienal Action Council for Minorities in Engineering. 3922 500 - 322500 -
New Jersey Institute of Technology. .. .. ..« .o.vvverenunons 20,000 - 20,000 -
Northeastern University . 10.000 - 10,000 -
Ohio State University. . . 35,000 ~ 35,000 -~
Pennsylvania State University 47,500 - 47 500 -
Princeton University .. .......... o 25,000 - 25,000 -
Purdue University . 25,000 - 25,000 -
Rice University. . .. 5,000 - 5,000 -
Rider University. .« «............ 5,000 - 5,000 -
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Unpaid Unpaid
balance from balance
Appropriated previous Poid carried

Recipiens during 1996 iati during 1996
Stanford University . .. $ 105,000 - § 105000 -
Stevens Institute of Technology - 10,000 - 10,000 -
Texas ARM UBIVEISity .. ... .oeoetonnienenieenanenas 10,000 - 10,000 -
University of AKFO . .. ..ot et oeiet e eieeaeiaas 10,000 - 10,000 -
University of ATZOMA. .. .. +0 e vt ineineienenaeananans 2,000 - 2,000 -
University of CafOrnia . ...............ooveuieirnnn. .. 3,000 - 3,000 -
University of California, Berkeley 35,000 - 35,000 -
University of California, Irvine . 15,000 - 15,000 -
10,000 - 10,000 -
10,000 - 10,000 -
University of Fomda . ... ....oeoe e 20,000 - 20,000 -
University of HOWSION ... ...\t eiietirieraaens 2,000 - 2,000 -
University of Ilinols, Urbana-Champaign .. ................. 10,000 - 10,000 -
University of Maine . . . . 10,000 - 10,000 -
University of Maryland . 10,000 - 10,000 -
University of Michigan . 10,000 - 10,000 -
University of Minnesota, Twin GIties. .. .. ... v.vvevninnnss 10,000 - 10,000 -
University of MISESPPL. <.+« oot 10,000 - 10,000 -
University of Missouri, Rolla . .. .. ..........oovraneeenn.on.. 10,000 - 10,000 -
University of New Hampshire .. .. ...............c.co.ooinn. 10,000 - 10,000 -
University of Pittsburgh 15,000 - 15,000 -
University of Southern Mississippi - 9,000 - 9,000 -
University of Texas at Austin 45,000 - 45,000 -
University of Texas at Dallas 15,000 - 15,000 -
University of Utah .. .........oooioiiiei it iiiaiinn. 7,500 - 7,500 -
University of Washington . ....................coooeuieri.. 30,000 - 30,000 -
University of WYOMING . ... ..c\oovnenieieneaieaeinnan 30,000 - 0,000 -
Washington University (St Louis) .. ........................ 30,000 - 30,000 -
Worcester Polytechnic Institute. . .. ... ............o0verrns. 50,000 - 30,000 -
OB . ... e $1,318,500 - $1,313,500 -

4
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Organizational Support Program

with

Council

THE ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT Program recognizes and and Support of Ed ), @s well as org:
knowledges the imp of ceviain izations {o maore global educational concerns {e.g., the American
the American educational system by provid icterd A ion for Higher Ed the A
gronts for their operatic Reciprients are largely d on Education).

with higher education, are national in seope and are gen-

erally unique in the servicss and information they provide
fo their qudiences. Among the recipients of these granis are
organizations serving particular kinds of colleges fe.g., the
Council of Independent Colleges, the American Associati

Four minority highereducation organizations alse
weceive funding under the Organizational Support
Program: the American Indian College Fund, the
Hispanic Association of Colleges and Universitiss, the
National Hispanic Scholarship Fund and the United

of C ity Colleges) and particul egories of edu- Negro College Fund.
cation professionals (e.g., the Council for Advancement This program is not open lo application.
Organizationsl Support Grants
January 1, 1996-December 31, 1996
Unpuaid Unpaid
balance from balance
Appropriated previous Paid carried
Recipient during 1996 appropriations  during 1996 forward
American Association for Higher Education $ 15,000 3 - $ 15,000 $ -
American Association of Community Colleges. 15,000 - 15,000 -
American Councilen Edueation ...l 20,000 - 20,000 -
American Indian College Fund. 25,600 - 25000 -
Association of American Colleges and Universities . 10,000 - 10,000 -
Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges . . .. 15,000 - 15,000 -
Council for and Support of SR .. 25,000 - 25,000 -
Councit for Aid to Educaton . 30,000 - 30000 -
Council for Basic Education . - 5,006 - 5,000 -
5,000 - 5000 -
10,000 - 10,000 -
20,000 - 20,000 -
for Indep Higher . 10,000 - 10,000 -
Hispanic Association of Calleges and Universities . ... ........ .. 50,000 - 50,000 -
Institute for Educational Leadership . .. ..oocniannn el 26,000 - 20,000 -
National Association of Partners in Education. 25000 - 25,000 -
National Council on Economic Education. . .. 15,000 - 15,000 -
National Hispanic Scholarship Fund .. ... \.oooonoiiiians 50,000 - 50,000 -
National Insti f Colleges and Universities . . ... 10,000 - 10,000 -
National Society of Fund Raising Executives 10,000 - 10,000 -
Oak Ridge Assochated Univenities 5,000 - 5,000 -
Texas Business and Educaton Coaliton .. ........ooiinnn 15000 - 15,000 -
United NegroCollege Fund .. .. ... - 400,000 300,000 309,000
TOMS e $405,000 $400,000 $505,000 $300,000
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Special Projects Fund

THIS GRANT CATEGORY allows the foundation to be respon-

sive to

sptional funding opp ities that are

with its fundamental concerns but do not fit the curvent
definitions of its programs. Such grants are developed by

Joundation staff, often in consultation with outside

visors.

This program area is not open to application.

Special Projects Grants
January 1, 1996-December 31, 1996

Unpaid Unpaid

balonce from balance
Recifient and purpose during 1996 iat during 199 Jorward
Anbwrn University
In support of the School of Engineering's At-risk Student
RetenGon PrOBFAM . ... ... @oeenenieeenenanananineains $100,000 $ - $50000 § 50,000
College Board
In support of the National Task Force on Minority
High Achievement .........ooiiiiiiiiii i 150,000 - 50,000 100,000
Trving bndependent School District
To distribute Gende to Presidential Elections to students .. ..., ..... 5,000 - 5,000 -
Jotms Hophins Universiey .
In support of the R W. Bromery Fund ...................... 100,000 - 100,000 -
Mamacinments knstitute of Technology
In support of the Margaret MacVicor Faculty Teaching
Fellows Award . . - 200,000 200,000 -
Pt Coliege
Toward its fundaising efforts ... - 833,333 167,300 166,033
Sowthern Methodist University
FOr gEneral SuPPOMt ... eveeennaeataniieaiiaenenas 5,000 - 5,000 -
University of Houston
Toward a program to enrich the undergraduate experience
Of COMMULET SWETHS . . . .. ¢ oev et aieeiaaanaanns - 250,000 125,000 125,000
University of Texne st Dalles
In support of the School of Management . ................... 5,000 - 5,000 -
Usiversity of Wiscensin
Toward the second annual forum of the National Institute
for Science EABCaON . .. .. .oveiniii i 10,000 - 10,000 -
Totlll . . ... e e $375,008 $763,353 717,908 $441,088
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THE EDUCATIONAL MATCHING Gift Program was established
in 1962 to encourage Exxon employees to contribute to the
bversities. Participation in

support of U.S. colleges and

the program is open 1o Exxon retirees, surviving spouses
and directors, as well as to employees. The matching ratio
is three-to-one, and an individual can have up to $5,000

in gifts matched each year.

In 1996, the Exxon Education Foundation awarded
$12.6 million in educational matching grants. This
sum represented the triple-match of 9,348 gifts totaling

‘P

$4.2 million to more than 900 colleges and universities
and to several organizations dedicated to minority higher
d : the United Negro College Fund, the American
Indian College Fund, the Hispanic Association of Colleges
and Universities and the National Hispanic Scholarship
Fund. The average 1996 gift was $450, and the average

doner gave a total of $717.

The Exxon Education Foundation’s 1996 matching
gift payments make it the largest educational matching gift
program in the country.

Educational Matching Grants
January 1, 1996 -December 31, 1996

Abilene Christian University

Adelphi University

Adrian College

Agnes Scott College

Albertus Magnus College

Albion College

Albright College

Alfred University

Allegheny College

Ambassador University

American Graduate School of
International Management

American Indian College Fund

American University

Ambherst College

Anderson University

Antioch University

Appalachian State University

Arizona State University

Arkansas State University

Arkansas Tech University

Ashland University

Assumption College

Auburn University

Augusta College

Augustana College (filinois)

Austin College

Austin Presbyterian Theological
Seminary

Avila College

Babson College

Baker University

Baldwin-Wallace College

Ball State University

Baltimore Hebrew University
Bank Street College of Education
Barclay College
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Bard College

Barnard College

Barry University

Bates College

Bay Path Junior College

Baylor College of Medicine
Bayior University

Beaver College

Becker Junior College
Belhaven College

Bellarmine College

Beloit College

Benedict College

Benedictine College
Bennington College

Bendey College

Berea College

Berklee College of Music
Berry College

Beth Medrash Govoha
Bethany College (Kansas)
Bethany College (West Virginia)
Bethany Lutheran College
Birmingham Southern College
Blackburn College

Bloomfield College
Bloomsburg University of Pennsylvania
Bluefield College

Bluefield State College

Boise State University

Boston College

Boston University

Bowdoin College

Bowling Green State University
Bradford College

Bradley University

Brandeis University

Brenau University

Brevard College
Brevard Community College
Bridgewater College

Bridgewater State College
Brigham Young University
Brookdale Community Coltege
Brooklyn Law School

Brown University

Bryan College

Bryant College

Bryn Mawt Coliege

Bucknell University

Bucks County Community College

Caldwell College

California Institute of Technology

Caltfornia Lutheran College

California State University, Chico

California State University, Dominiguez
Hills

California State University, Fresno

California State University. Long Beach

California State University, Sacramento

California University of Peansylvania

Calvin College

Canisius College

Capital University

Carleton College

Carlow College

Camegie-Mellon University

Carroll College (Wisconsin)

Case Western Reserve University

Casper College

Castleton State College

Catawba College

Catholic University of America

Cedar Crest College

Centenary College
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Centenary College of Louisiana
Central Methodist College
Central Michigan University
Central Missouri Staie University
Central University of lowa
Centre College of Kentucky
Chapman College
Chardon State College
Chatham College
Chestnut Hill College
Christian Brothers University
Christopher Newport University
Cincinnati Bible Seminary
Citadel Military College
City University of New York
Bernard Baruch College
Brooklyn College
City College
‘Graduate School and University
Center
Hunter College
Queens College
Claremont McKenna College
Clarion University of Pennsylvania
Clark University

Colgate University

College of Charleston

College of ldaho

College of Marin

College of Mount Saint Vincent on the
Hudson

College of New Rochelle

College of Notre Dame of Maryland

College of Saint Elizabeth

College of Saint Francis

College of Saint Rose

College of Santa Fe

College of the Holy Cross

College of the Ozarks

College of William and Mary

Callege of Wooster

Colorado College

Colorado School of Mines

Colorado State University

Columbia College (Missouri)
Columbia College (South Carolina)
Columbia Internationat University
Columbia University

Columbus College of Art and Design
Concordia College at Moorhead
Concordia College-Saint Paul
Concordia Lutheran College
Concordia Seminary

Concordia Teachers College
Concordia Theological Seminary
Concordia University (California)
‘Concordia University (Hlinois)
Connecticut College

Converse College

Cooper Union

Comell College

Comnell University

Cottey College

County College of Morris

DYouvilic College
Dallas Christian Colicge

Pana College

Dartmouth College

David Lipscomb College
Davidson College

Davidson County Community College
Davis and Elkins College

DePaul University

DePauw University

Deep Springs College

Denison University

Dickinson College

Dominican College of San Rafac]
Dowling College

Drake University

Drew University

Drexet University

Drury College

Duke University

Duquesne University

Earham College
East Stroudsburg University
East Tennessee State University
East Texas Baptist University

Eastern Illinois University

Eastern Kentucky University
Eastern Michigan University
Eastern New Mexico University
Eckerd Col

Edinboro University of Pennsyhvania
E! Camino College

Elmhurs: College

Elmira College

Elon College

Emaus Bible College

Emerson Coll

Emmanuel College (Massachuseus)
Emory and Henry College

Emory University

Endicou College

Episcopal Theological Seminary
Erskine College

Eureka College

Evangel College

Evergreen State College

Fairfield University
Fairieigh Dickinson University
Fairmont State College

Ferris State College

Ferrum Callege

Fielding Institute

Florida A&M University

Florida Aantic University

Florida Bible Coliege

Florida College

Florida Institute of Technology
Florida International University
Florida State University

Fordham University

Forsyth School of Dental Hygienists
Fort Hays State University
Franciscan University of Steubenville
Franklin and Marshall College
Franklin College of Indiana

Free Will Baptisi Bible College
Furman University

GMI Engineering and Management
Institute

Gannon University

GardnerWebb University

Geneva College

George Mason University

George Washingion University

Georgetown University
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Georgia Tnstitute of Technology Howard Payne University
Georgia Southern University Humboldt State University
Georgia Southwestern College Huntingdon Gollege

Georgia State University Huston-Tillotson College
Georgian Court College

Gettysburg College inois College

Glendale Community College Iitinois Instirute of Technology
Goddard College Httinois State University
‘Gonzaga University Tiinois Wesleyan University
Gordon College (M: Coll

Goucher College Incarnate Word College
Graceland Col Indiana Institute of Technology
Grambling State University Indiana State University

Grand Rapids Community College Indiana University

Green Mountain College Indiana University of Pennsyivanis
Greensboro College Institute for Christian Studies
Greenville College tona College

Crinnel Callege lowa State University

Grove City College Jowa Wesleyan College
Guilford College Ithaca College

Guilford Technical Community Coliege
Gustavus Adolphus College

Hamilton Colege
Hamline University

Hawaii Pacific University

Helene Fuld Schoot of Nursing

Henderson Smte Liniversity

Hilisdale College

Hinds Community College

Hiram College

Hispanic Association of Colleges and
Universities

Housatonic Community-Technical
Callege
Houston Baptim University
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Jacksomville College
Jacksonville Stave University
Jacksonville University
James Madison University
Jarvis Christian Coltege
Jersey City Sate College
John Brown University
John Carroll University
Johns Hopkins University
Johnson and Wales College
Johnson C. Smith University
Jotiet Junior

Justson College

Juniata Coilege

Kalamazoo College

Kansas State University
Kansas Wesleyan University
Kean College of New Jersey
Kennesaw State College
Rent State University
Kenyon Collcge

Keuka College

Knox College

Knoxville College

La Salle University

Lambuth University
Lasell Junior College

Lawrence Institute of Technology
Lawrence University

Lebanon Valley Coltege

i.ee Coliege (Texas)

Lees Junior College

LecsMcRae Coliege

Lehigh University

Lenoir-Rhyne College
LeTourneau University
Lexington Theological Seminary
Liberty University

Lincoln University

Lindenwood Colleges

Lock Havers University

Loma Lindz University

Lon Morris College

Louisiana College

Louisiana State University

Louisiana State University at Alexandria

Lovisiana State University Medical
Center

Lovisiana Tech University

Loyola College

Loyola Marymount University

Layola University in New Orleans

Loyela University of Chicago

Lubbock Christian College

Luther Northwestern Theological
Seminary

Lutheran Theological Southern
Seminary

Lycoming College

Lynchburg College

Macalester College
MacMurray College

Madonna University

Maharishi International University
Maine Maritime Academy
Manchester College

Manhattan College

Manhartan School of Music
Manhattanvilte College

Marietta College

Marist College

Marquette University

Mars Hilt Gollege
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Marshall University

Martin Methodist College

Mary Baldwin College

Mary Washington College

Marygrove Col

Marytand Institute College of Art

Marymount Cotlege (New York)

Marymount Manhatian College

Maryville College (Tennessee)

Marywood College

Massachuseus Institute of Technology

Massachusetts Maritime Academy

Mayville State College

McKendree College

McMuiry University

McPherson e

Medical University of South Carolina

Mennonite College of Nursing

Mercer University

Mercy College

Meredith College

Merrimack College

Messiah College

Miami University (Ohio)

Michigan State University

Michigan Technological University

Middle Tennessee State University

Middlebury College

Millerwille Univerity of Pennsylvania

Millikin University

Mills College

Millsaps Col

Milwaukee School of Engineering

Mississippi Coliege

Mississippi State University

Mississippi University for Women

Missouri Southern State College

Missouri Western State College

Molloy College

Monmouth College (Illinois)

Monmouth College (New Jersey)

Montana State University, Billings

Montana State University, Bozeman

Montana Tech of the University of
Montana

Mount Saint Mary College

Mount Saint Mary’s College
(California)

Mount Saint Mary's College (Maryland)

Mount Union College

Muhlenberg College

Multnomah Schoot of the Bible

Murray State University

Muskingum College

National Hispanic Scholarship Fund

Nazareth College of Rochester

Nebraska Wesleyan University

New Jersey Institute of Technology

New Mexico Institute of Mining and
Technology

New Mexico Junior College

New Mexico Military Institute

New Mexico State University

New School for Social Research

New York Medical College

New York Theological Seminary

New York University

Newberry College

Niagara University

Nicholls State University

Norfolk State University

North Carolina AXT State University

North Carolina Siate University

North Central College

North Dakota State University

North Georgia College

North Seattle Community Coliege

Northeast Louisiana University

Northeastern University

Northern Arizona University

Northern lilinois University

Northern Oklahoma College

Northern State College

Northern Wyoming Community
College District

Northwest Christian College

Northwestern Oklahoma State
University

Northwestern State University of
Louisiana

Northwestern University

Norwich University

Notre Dame College (Ohio)

Oberlin College

Occidental College

Ohio Northern University

Ohio State University

Ohio University

Ohio Valley College

Ohio Wesleyan University

Oklahoma Baptist University

‘Oklahoma Christian University

Oklahoma City University

OKlahoma State University

Old Dominion University

Oral Roberts University

Oregon State University

Oteawa University

‘Ouachita Baptist University

Our Lady of the Holy Cross College

Our Lady of the Lake University of San
Antonio

Pace University

Pacific Lutheran University

Panola College

Peace College

Pearl River Junior College

Pennsylvania State University

Pepperdine University

Pfeiffer College

Philadelphia College of Osteopathic
Medicine

Philadelphia College of Pharmacy and
Science

Philander Smith College

Phillips University

Pikeville College

Pine Manor College

Pitsburg State University

Pitzer College

Point Park College

Polytechnic University

Pomona College

Portland State University

Prairie View A&M University

Prast Institute

Presbyterian College

Princeton Theological Seminary

Princeton University

Principia College

Providence College
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Queens College (North Carolina)

Quinnipiac College

Rabbinical Academy Mesivta Rabbi
Chaim

Rabbinical College of America
Raddiffe Coliege

Radford University
Randolph-Macon Coliege
Randolph-Macon Woman's College
Raritan Valiey Community College
Reconstructionist Rabbinical College
Reed Coli

Reformed Theological Seminary
Regent University

Regis College (Colorado)

Regis College (Massachusetts)
Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute
Rhode Island College

Rhode Istand School of Design
Rhodes College

Rice University

Ricks College

Rider University

Ripon College

Rivier Coliege

Roanoke College

Rochester Institute of Technology
Rockefeller University

Rockhurst College

Rocky Mountain College

Rogers State College

Rolins College

Roosevelt University

Rose-Huliman Institute of Technology
Rosemont College

Rowan College of New Jersey

Rush University

Russell Sage College

Rust College

Rutgers University

Sacred Heart University

Saint Ambrose University

Saint Andrew’s Presbyterian Coliege
Saint Anselm College

Saint Bonaventure University

Saint Edward’s University

Saint Francis Coliege (New York)
Saint Francis College (Pennsylvania)
Saint John Fisher College
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Saint John's College (Maryland)

Saint John's University (New York)

Saint Joseph College (Connecticut)

Saint Joseph Seminary College

Saint Joseph's College (Indiana)

Saint Joseph's Coliege (New York)

Saint Joseph's University

Saint Lawrence University

Saint Louis University

Saint Mary-of-the-Woods College

Saint Mary's College (Indiana)

Saint Mary's College (Kansas)

Saint Mary's College (North Carolina)

Saint Mary’s University of Minnesota

Saint Mary’s University of San Antonio

Saint Meinrad College

Saint Michael’s College

Saint Norbert College

Saint Olaf College

Saint Peter's College

Saint Vincent College and Seminary

Saint Viadimir Orthodox Theological
Semis

Salem College (North Carolina)

Salve Regina - The Newport College

Sam Houston Swate University

Samford University

San Diego State University

San Francisco State University

_-Bandhills Community College

Santa Barbara City College
Sarah Lawrence College

School for International Training
School of Theology at Claremont
Schoolcraft College

Schreiner College

Scripps College

Seabury Western Theological Seminary
Seattle University

Seminary of Immaculate Conception
Seton Hall University

Shepherd College

Shorter College (Georgia)

Siena College

Stippery Rock University

Smith College

South Carolina State University

South Dakota School of Mines and
Technology

South Dakota State University

South Texas College of Law

Southeastern Baptist College

Southeastern Baptist Theological
Seminary

Southeastern Bible College

Southeastern Louisiana University

Southern College of Seventh Day
Adventists

Southern Illinois University, Carbondale

Southern Illinois University,
Edwardsvilie

Southern Methodist University

Southern Nazarenc University

Southern University

Southern Virginia College for Women

Southwest Texas State University

Southwestern Adventist College

Southwestern Assemblies of God College

Southwestern Baptist Theological
Seminary

Southwestern College (Kansas)

Southwesiern Michigan College

Southwestern Oklahoma State
University

Southwestern University

Spalding Coilege

Spartanburg Methodist College

Spelman College

Spring Arbor College

Spring Hill Coliege

Springfield College

Stanford University

State University of New York, Albany

State University of New York,
Binghamton

State University of New York, Buffalo

State University of New York, College at
Cortland

State University of New York, College at
Geneseo

State University of New York, College at
New Palz

State University of New York, College at

State University of New York, Collcge at
Potsdam

State University of New York, College at
Purchase

State University of New York, College of
Technology, Alfred
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State University of New York, Empire
State College

State University of New York, Maritime
College

State University of New York, Stony
Brook

Stephen F. Austin Sate University
Stephens College

Stetson University

Stevens Institute of Technology
Stillman College

Stonehill College

Sul Ross State University
Suomi College

Susquehanna University
Swarthmore College

Sweet Briar College

Syracuse University

Tabor College

Talmudical Yeshiva of Philadelphia
Tarleton State University

Teachers College, Columbia University
Temple University

Tennessee State University
Tennessee Technological University
Texas A%M University

Texas Christian University

Texas College

Texas Lutheran University

Texas Southern University

Texas Tech University

Texas Woman's University

Thiel

Trevecca Nazarene College

TriSeate University

Trinity Bible College

Trinity College (Connecticut)

Trinity College (District of Columbia)
Trinity Intcrnational University

Union College (Kentucky)

Union College (Nebraska)

Union College {New York)

Union County College

Union Theological Seminary

Union Theological Seminary in Virginia

Union University

United Negro College Fund

United States Air Force Academy

United States Coast Guard Academy

United States Merchant Marine
Academy

United States Military Academy

United States Naval Academy

University of Akron

University of Alabama

University of Arizona

University of Arkansas, Fayetieville

University of Arkansas, Monticello

University of Baltimore

University of Bridgeport

University of California, Berkeley

University of California, Davis

University of California, Irvine

University of California, Los Angeles

University of California, Riverside

University of California, San Diego

University of California, Santa Barbara

University of California, Santa Cruz

University of Central Arkansas

University of Central Florida

University of Charleston

University of Chicago

University of Cincinnati

University of Colorado

University of Connecticut

University of Dayton

University of Delaware

University of Denver

University of Detroit

University of Evansville

University of Florida

University of Georgia

University of Hartford

University of Houston

University of Kentucky
University of Louisville

University of Maine, Orono

University of Mary Hardin-Baylor

University of Maryland

University of Massachusetts, Amherst

University of Massachusetts, Boston

University of Medicine and Dentistry of
New Jersey

University of Memphis

University of Miami

University of Michigan

University of Minnesota, Minneapofis-
Saint Paul

University of Mississippi

University of Missouri, Columbia

University of Missouri, Rolla

University of Montana

University of Nebraska, Lincoln

University of Nebraska, Omaha

University of Nevada, Reno

University of New Hampshire

University of New Haven

University of New Mexico

University of New Orleans

University of North Alabama

University of North Carolina, Chapel
Hill

University of North Carolina, Charlotte

University of North Carolina,
Greensboro

University of North Carolina,
Wilmington

University of North Dakota

University of North Texas

University of Northern Colorado

University of Notre Dame

University of Oklahoma

University of Oregon

University of the Ozarks

University of Pennsylvania

University of Pittsburgh

University of Portland

University of Puget Sound

University of Rhode Island

University of Richmond

University of Rochester

Univensity of Saint Thomas (Minnesota)

University of Saint Thomas (Texas)

University of San Francisco

University of Scranton

University of South Carolina

University of South Dakota
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University of South Florida
University of Southern California
University of Southern Maine
University of Southern Mississippi
University of Southwestern Louisiana
University of Tennessee, Chattanooga
University of Tennessee, Knoxville
University of Tennessee, Memphis
University of Texas, Adington
University of Texas, Austin
University of Texas, El Paso
University of Texas, Health Science
Center at Houston
University of Texas, Medical Branch at
Galveston

Univeraity of Texas, Permian Basin
University of Texas, San Antonio
University of Texas, Tyler
University of the Pacific

University of the South

University of Tulsa

University of Utah

University of Vermont

University of Virginia

University of Washington
University of West Florida
University of Wisconsin, Madison
University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee
Univessity of Wisconsin, Platteville
University of Wyoming

Upper lowa University

Ursinus College

Ursuline College

Utah State University

Utah Valley State College

Valdosta State College

Valley City State College

Valley Forge Military Junior College
Valparaiso University

Vanderbilt University

Vassar College

Vermont Law School

Vernon Regional Junior College
Villa Julic College

Villanova University

Virginia Commonwealth University
Virginia Intermont College
Virginia Military Institute

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State
University
Virginia State University

Wabash College
Wagner College

Wake Forest University

Waldorf College

Warren County Community College
Warren Wilson College

Washburn University

Washington and Jefferson College
Washington and Lee University
Washington College

‘Washington State University
Washington University (St. Louis)
Wayne State University

‘Webb Institute of Naval Architecture
Webster University

Wellesley College

Wells College

Wentworth Military Academy
Wesleyan College

Wesleyan University

‘West Chester University of Pennsylvania
West Virginia University

West Virginia Wesleyan College
Westbrook College

Western Carolina University
Western Connecticut State College
Western Kentucky University
Western Maryland College

Western Michigan University
Western New England College
Western Texas College

Westminster College (Missouri}
Westminster College (Pennsylvania)
Wheaton College (lllinois)
Wheaton College (Massachusctis)
Whecling College

White Pines College

Whitman College

Whittier College

Wichita State University

Widener University

Wiley College

Wilkes University

Willamete University

William Paterson College

William Woods College

‘Williams College

Wilson College

Wingate College

Winthrop College

Wittenberg University

Wofford College

Woods Hole Oceanographic Institute
Worcester Polytechnic Institute
Wright State University

Xavier University of Louisiana

Yale University
Yeshiva University

York College

York College of Pennsylvania
Young Harris Coliege
Youngstown State University
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BExxon Education Foundation

ESTABLISHED BY EXXON CORPORATION in 1955, the non-
profit Exxon Education Foundation aids education in the
United States, its territories and possessions. Its policies
and objectives are determined by a Board of Trustees. ts
annual prog are | lated by a small professional

staff in counsel with educators.

Boerd of Trustees
AW, Askiss

JE. Bayne, Treasurer
C.L. Gordon, Controller

Geraldine M. Kovacs, Assistant Secretary
DJ. Higgins, Assistant Treasurer

DK Dixon, Assistant Controller

C.G. Korshin, Program Officer
K.W. Smith, Program Officer
RF. Witte, Senior Program Officer

April 1997
Exxon Education Foundaon
5059 Las Colinas Boulevard
Irving, Texas 75050-2298
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